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The ACRL Standards 
for Faculty Status: 
Panacea or Placebo 
John N. DePew 
The ACRL Standards for Faculty Status were designed to help forward the role of academic 
librarians as information facilitators. While gains have been made in the years since their adop-
tion1 the standards requiring tenure and faculty rank are unrealistic and counterproductive to 
the growth of librarianship as a profession. Standards 5 and 6 should be modified to remove 
artificial requirements and misleading labels that inhibit the profession from developing on its 
own merits. Suggestions for revision are included in this paper. 
t has been thirteen years since 
Arthur M. McAnally wrote his 
lucid defense of faculty status 
for academic librarians, years in 
which the profession has seen the creation 
of a set of standards for faculty status, 
guidelines for their implementation and 
their wide-spread acceptance by college 
and university administrators. 1 Almost 79 
percent of academic libraries now have 
some sort of faculty status.* This is a major 
triumph for the profession and an indica-
tion that we have made great progress to-
ward being accepted as colleagues and 
equals by teaching faculty-or is it? 
The search for faculty status com-
menced many years ago when it was felt 
that the only way librarians could gain re-
spect and legitimacy for their profession 
was to be judged and accepted by the 
same standards as teaching faculty. 2 There 
were ample reasons for believing this in 
the late nineteenth and early twentieth 
centuries, when the clerical, housekeep-
ing, and intellectual tasks of librarianship 
were commingled and difficult to sepa-
rate. The inferior status of librarians was 
exacerbated by the small size of library 
staffs, forcing them to perform all types of 
library activities (professional or other-
wise) in order to maintain service and by 
the poor education, by faculty standards, 
of most librarians. Early leaders believed 
faculty status would encourage high-
quality persons to enter the profession, 
improve service, and change faculty per-
ceptions of librarianship. 
This long-sought goal was difficult to 
reach until after World War II, when the 
rapid growth of academic institutions 
forced libraries to expand and staffs to in-
crease. Growth in collections brought the 
need for specialization and expanded in-
struction in the use of materials. Faculty 
and students required expert assistance 
both in locating information and in the use 
of a bewildering variety of bibliographic 
tools, reference sources, and research ma-
terials. Library schools established gradu-
ate programs and librarians became better 
*A survey of 836 academic libraries in the spring of 1981 by the author and Anne Marie Allison re-
vealed that 78.8 percent had some degree of faculty status. A report of the survey will be published in 
the near future. ' 
John N. DePew is associate professor, School of Library and Information Studies, Florida State University, 
Tallahassee. 
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educated and more sophisticated in their 
role as information facilitators, giving less 
attention to their earlier and often primary 
concern as custodians of recorded knowl-
edge. Later, with the availability of shared 
cataloging, the application of scientific 
management techniques to library opera-
tions, the continuing education of staff, 
automation, and increased standardiza-
tion, many housekeeping functions no 
longer absorbed the time of professional 
staff. In the late seventies and early eight-
ies, clear distinctions were being made be-
tween the duties of professional librarians 
and support staff. The former were able to 
spend more time fulfilling the information 
needs of students and faculty, leaving 
routine operations in many departments 
to technical assistants and clerks. This sit-
uation was, of course, tempered by the 
size of a library, but, with the availability 
of bibliographic and other information 
through memberships in networks and 
consortia, even the smaller institutions 
were able to give more attention to im-
proving services and developing new ap-
proaches to building collections. 
For the first time in our developing pro-
fession, the stage has been set for librari-
ans to move to a higher level in creating 
new and imaginative programs, working 
closely with faculty in meeting the infor-
mation needs of the future. Librarians are 
becoming accepted and respected as pro-
fessionals on their own merits. The ACRL 
standards encouraged professional auton-
omy and experimentation, collegial gov-
ernance, association with teaching fac-
ulty, continuing education and staff 
development, research, and publication. 3 
Most libraries now have some form of par-
ticipatory management that enables the 
staff to have a significant effect on library 
policies. Many library directors have 
given their professional staffs the freedom 
to work independently, without being rig-
idly tied to desks or time clocks. In a few 
cases; librarians have implemented an ac-
ademic form of governance (encouraging 
participation and reducing the inhibiting 
qualities of hierarchical structures). Posi-
tions are being filled with persons who 
have advanced degrees in many different 
subject areas; incumbents are often work-
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ing on advanced degrees or gaining skills 
through workshops, conferences, or other 
educational programs. Professional jour-
nals frequently publish articles reporting 
the results of very respectable research 
and innovative programs. 
Hopefully these are indications that the 
profession is developing momentum to-
ward the establishment of the long-sought 
but elusive philosophical base that will 
provide a foundation for building credibil-
ity, respect, and understanding for librari-
anship as a profession. 
Yet, all is not well with the implementa-
tion of faculty status in academic librarian-
ship. Since 1971, many articles, essays, and 
studies that discuss faculty status in a posi-
tive light have been published. Recently, 
however, the tenor of these articles has be-
come negative as librarians try to cope with 
the difficulties of wearing the hats of two 
professions. The strains of bearing the joint 
responsibilities of a teaching faculty mem-
ber and a professional librarian are begin-
ning to leave their marks. Stella Bentley's 
study on collective bargaining and faculty 
status revealed the feelings of some librari-
ans about this dilemma. When asked what 
they thought should be done to improve 
their status on campus, several librarians 
responded: 
The status of librarians on this campus might 
improve as the quality of librarianship im-
proves in each librarian. 
Faculty status is the wrong model for librarians. 
More attention to librarianship and less concern 
~ith facult;r status. I would prefer to see librar-
Ian status. 
The largest number of comments fell into 
the category of ''better service from librar-
ians and less concern about achieving fac-
ulty status. " 5 
Since most librarians still come into 
entry-level positions with only a master of 
library science degree, those who are 
hired by institutions that evaluate them by 
teaching-faculty standards are often 
placed in an extremely difficult situation. 
' Many schools now require that faculty li-
brarians have a second degree, in addition 
to research, publishing, and service, in or-
'der to qualify for tenure. As Davey and 
Andrews noted in their article on the ''Im-
plications of Faculty Status for University 
Librarians," faculty usually must qualify 
for tenure within seven years. 6 However, 
most schools inform unsuccessful tenure 
candidates in the sixth year, with the eval-
uation procedure taking place about five-
and-one-half years after initial employ-
ment. Therefore, to meet the normal 
requirements in many institutions: 
It would be virtually impossible for a librarian 
corning directly from library school to a univer-
sity where librarians have faculty status to pur-
sue an additional degree and meet the stan-
dards for tenure in five and one-half years. 7 
Some libraries that did make a serious 
effort to implement full faculty status in 
accordance with the ACRL standards 
have begun to have second thoughts: 
The dark cloud that appeared on our horizon is 
the one which hangs over many college cam-
puses. The predicted decrease in the size of the 
student applicant pool and the uncertainty of 
the times led the Board of Trustees to seek a 
greater measure of flexibility in the manage-
ment of the institution. It became increasingly 
difficult for a faculty member to gain tenure, 
and every tenurable position gained a new im-
portance. To help make decisions fairly, the 
Faculty Personnel Committee raised its stan-
dards. Among the prerequisites for gaining ten-
ure is engagement on the doctoral level in spe-
cialized scholarly research which is recognized 
as significant by one's peers, as well as favor-
able reports ... from . . . students ... con-
cerning one's effectiveness as a teacher. It was 
obvious that a librarian, usually not comparably 
educated and seldom in the classroom, was at a 
serious disadvantage. 8 
Cieslicki, describing the situation at Dick-
inson College in Carlisle, Pennsylvania, 
stated that the majority of librarians who 
reached tenure review during the two 
years after the implementation of full fac-
ulty status were denied tenure, creating 
shock and bitterness among the library 
faculty. 
Not only has it been difficult for dedi-
cated and competent librarians to achieve 
tenure, there is a question as to what it and 
full faculty status really mean. At South-
ern Illinois University, Carbondale, a sur-
vey was conducted to determine the 
teaching faculty's perceptions of the aca-
demic librarians at the university. Al-
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though 57 percent of the respondents 
were in favor of academic librarians hav-
ing faculty rank and status, many felt they 
should conduct research. On the other 
hand, of the three responsibilities of a fac-
ulty member, that is, teaching, research, 
and service, an overwhelming majority 
thought service was the most important 
responsibility of a librarian. Several of the 
"teaching faculty felt that the librarians' 
role was coequal but different: 'Because 
the library is not a degree granting depart-
ment, faculty rank and status should not 
be awarded.' " 9 Another faculty member 
said, ''The only legitimate faculty rank for 
librarians would be [for] those with cross-
appointment in an academic depart-
ment."10 
Hardly an issue of the Journal of Academic 
Librarianship or College & Research Libraries 
is published that does not have some arti-
cle or comment about faculty status. Addi-
tional arguments for the benefits of such 
status and how it may improve library ser-
vice can be persuasive: 
Academic librarians have turned to the faculty 
model for two reasons: (1) because it can ap-
proximate more closely the norms for indepen-
dent judgement needed to carry out our profes-
sional responsibilities in an optimum manner, 
and (2) because the "big man" system of gov-
ernance has some very serious defects. 11 
The reasons for elevating the general 
status of librarians are valid today, but not 
those for attaining faculty status. Faculty 
status is inappropriate for librarians be-
cause it creates tensions that obscure the 
proper role of the librarian, and it inter-
feres with the effective delivery of library 
services by diverting librarians' energies 
and attentions from those services. It 
causes confusion in the minds of col-
leagues and patrons. Pauline Wilson did . 
an excellent job of describing the problem 
in her article, "Librarians as Teachers: the 
Study of an Organization Fiction. " 12 Pro-
ponents of faculty status should carefully 
read her arguments against labeling librar-
ians as faculty. The case she makes against 
librarians as teachers is solid and convinc-
ing. She quotes the sociologist Amitai Et-
zioni: 
The costs [of claiming to be faculty] are those 
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typically associated with persons seeking to 
pass for what they are not: a guilty feeling for 
floating a status claim without sufficient base 
and a rejection by those who hold the statu,s le-
gitimately. 13 
Although there are no studies to substan-
tiate these feelings, many would agree 
that the majority of librarians who claim 
faculty status do so with less than full con-
fidence that they fit the criteria established 
by the teaching faculty itself. Those who 
are totally comfortable in that role, fitting 
all the criteria, probably teach more than 
half-time anyway; in which case, are they 
librarians? 
Faculty status has sometimes been con-
fused with academic status. McAnally ex-
plains the difference:. 
Faculty status for librarians is defined as the 
possession of all or most of the privileges of the 
classroom teaching faculty, including faculty 
rank. Academic status is held to be the posses-
sion of some but not all usual faculty privileges, 
with definite classification as academic but al-
ways without faculty rank. 14 
There is no denying that librarians need 
access to faculty meetings and commit-
tees, and they must have the freedom to 
perform their duties in a responsible, pro-
ductive, and creative way. Unfortunately, 
the search for faculty status will continue . 
to divert librarians from these goals, con-
fuse those they serve and work with, and 
demean librarians as professionals in their 
own right, grasping for something they 
are not. 
Is there an alternative? Few have written 
in support of civil service or professional 
status. However, the latter is attractive be-
cause it allows librarians to build the types 
of programs and collections our iristitu-
tions need, in a cooperative atmosphere, 
without the vocational label that civil ser-
vice job titles often connote, and without 
the unnecessary burden of emulating the 
teaching faculty. Librarians would have 
the opportunity to demonstrate their pro-
fessional skills and participate in scholarly 
activities, without being accused of "rid-
ing the coattails of another profession," in 
the words of the late William Axford. 15 
In order to do this, however, the ACRL 
standards should be modified. Specifi-
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cally, those standards dealing with tenure 
and promotion-standards 5 and 6-need 
to be chq.nged. Standard 5 addresses ten-
ure, a requirement that, as already noted, 
is proving to be of great distress to those 
librarians who do not presently have it. 
The standard presently reads: 
5. Tenure. Librarians should be covered by ten-
ure provisions the same as those of other fac-
ulty. In the pretenure period, librarians should 
be covered by written contracts or agreements 
the same as those of the faculty. 16 
The tenure stream is not appropriate for 
librarians because they do not do the same 
things faculty members do, and therefore 
should not be unjustly penalized by an 
unsuitable set of criteria. Tenure was the 
nemesis of the otherwise successful appli-
cation of the ACRL standards at Dickinson 
College. In fact, the Dickinson librarians 
found it so unworkable they wrote it out of 
their requirements and created a new sta-
tus of "tenured librarians." The implica-
tion being that librarians would be evalu-
ated as librarians and granted tenure based 
on what librarians should do, and not on 
the same basis as teaching faculty. This 
seems to be an eminently reasonable pro-
posal. It was accepted by both the Dickin-
son administration and faculty. We see 
more and more librarians choosing this 
approach or selecting contracts of continu-
ing employment or indefinite contracts 
when they have the choice. I suggest that 
the Committee on Academic Status of 
A CRL reexamine Standard 5 and change it 
to read something like this: 
5. Contracts. Librarians should be covered by 
written contracts or agreements similar to those 
of the faculty. After a suitable probationary pe-
riod and peer review, librarians should be given 
a contract of continuing employment, subject to 
peer review every five years (or some other ap-
propriate time period). 
Modifying Standard 5 in this way would 
eliminate the inappropriate and demoral-
izing demands of the tenure process and 
continue to give at least as much protec-
tion as tenure, especially in these times of 
economic stress. In addition, it would 
help ensure quality performance and en-
courage research and publication. 
Standard 6 deals with promotion and 
faculty rank ·and also needs modification: 
6. Promotion. Librarians should be promoted 
through ranks and steps on the basis of their ac-
ademic proficiency and effectiveness. A peer 
review system similar to that used by other fac-
ulty is the primary basis of judgement in the 
promotion process for academic librarians. The 
librarians' promotion ladder should have the 
same titles, ranks, and steps as that of other fac-
ulty.17 
The arguments are many and long as to 
why faculty titles should be used, for ex-
ample, to ease admission to faculty coun-
cils, to condition others to realize that li-
brarians are as important to higher 
education as the teaching faculty, to gain a 
place in collective bargaining agreements, 
and so on. John H. Moriarty brought the 
advantages of faculty titles to the attention 
of the profession when he wrote in 1970: 
. . . a librarian rated as Librarian III does not get 
a travel grant reserved for professors. Or a new 
president comes to office and appoints a 
campus-wide committee for some key purpose 
and forgets to name any librarian member. The 
oversights, the "pin-pricks" brought on by any 
9uasi-status are pointlessly but cruelly demean-
~g;· t~ey sour able people, they make present 
hbranans only halfhearted recruiters of new 
professionals; or, as in the past, they drive able 
librarians out of the profession.18 
These reasons are also persuasive, but li-
brarians currently participate in curricu-
lum and program decisions, and will con-
tinue to do so. They are acknowledged to 
be as important as the teaching faculty in 
many institutions (where this is not 
thought so, faculty rank is certainly not 
going to make any difference). And, li-
brarians will continue to be successful in 
participating in collective bargaining 
units. It is a "fiction," as Wilson put it, to 
believe that the rank of Professor or In-
structor will make any difference to any 
group other than librarians. 
The ranks and titles of the teaching fac-
ulty should not be used because they are 
the labels of another profession; under-
stood not only by the members of that pro-
fession as to what they denote, or stand 
for, but also by the lay public. When librar-
ians use them for their own, they under-
mine the integrity of their own profession, 
and in a real sense deny it, by trying to use 
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what Robert Pierson calls the "protective 
coloration'' of another profession to label 
it what it isn't. 19 Librarians are not em-
ployed as teachers but as librarians, and 
thus should be proud to admit to what 
they are. Whether Associate Librarian, Li-
brarian IV, or University Librarian, ranks 
and titles should reflect what the person 
does and is, and not be an attempt to wrap 
a cloak of another profession about one's 
shoulders. Therefore, the Committee on 
Academic Status should also consider 
modifying Standard 6, changing it to read: 
6. Promotion. Librarians should be promoted 
through ranks and steps on the basis of their 
professional proficiency and effectiveness. A 
peer !eview system similar to that used by fac-
ulty IS the primary basis of judgement in the 
promotion process for academic librarians. The 
librarians' promotion ladder should have the ti-
tles, ranks, and steps of Assistant Librarian, As-
sociate Librarian, Librarian; or Librarian I, II, 
III, IV, V (or the equivalent). 
Studies examining faculty status over 
the last decade report that librarians have 
made great progress in achieving many of 
the standards, but with significant excep-
tions in the area of tenure, length of ap-
pointment, rank, and leaves. 20 Thus, even 
after more than a decade of '' implementa-
tion,'' it appears that full faculty status is 
almost impossible to achieve. Break-
downs most often occur in the areas of 
tenure, rank, leaves, and length of ap-
pointment, creating a sort of quasi-status. 
Moreover, a recent study by Thomas En-
glish reveals that the trend toward faculty 
status has stopped and may have even re-
versed.21 If this is so, the profession may 
already have reached the high-water mark 
in its search. 
ACRL should revise the standards in or-
der to make them attainable and enable li-
brarianship to grow as a profession on its 
own merits. For those who feel the 
present standards are realistic and taken 
seriously by both the profession and aca-
. deme, a simple test could be administered 
to gauge the effectiveness of their enforce-
ment. The following is from the imple-
mentation and enforcement section of the 
standards: 
3. Investigate all violations of these standards. 
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4. Invoke the following sanctions against insti-
tutions . . . found . . . to be in violation of any 
[italics mine] or all of these standards: 
a. Publicize the violation and the institution 
concerned in College & Research Libraries News 
and other appropriate publications. 
b. Refuse to accept advertisements in any 
ALA publication for positions at that institu-
tion. 
c. Discourage its members from accepting 
employment at that institution, thro~h notices 
in its publications and other means. 
One does not have to search College & Re-
search Libraries News to determine if these 
sanctions were or are being carried out. As 
noted earlier, 79 percent of the academic 
libraries in the United States have some 
sort of faculty status, but how many have 
full faculty status? If the ACRL were to im-
plement the sanctions, there would be vir-
tually no advertisements for job openings 
in the News and most of its pages would be 
filled with notices to members to avoid ap-
plying to the hundreds of libraries that are 
not in full compliance. The standards and 
the enforcement mechanisms are unreal-
istic, ineffective, and demoralizing. 
ACRL should reexamine the standards 
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in light of the experience of the past de-
cade and revise standards 5 and 6, remov-
ing the tenure and faculty rank require-
ments. The remaining standards should 
be left as they are, except to make them 
consistent with "librarian" versus "fac-
ulty" status and to change the sexist lan-
guage. With the modifications suggested 
in this paper, the standards can become 
attainable and meaningful, both to the 
profession and to its clients. By divesting 
themselves of the albatross of faculty sta-
tus, academic librarians can steer a steady 
new course toward librarian status, and 
will have a much better chance of achiev-
ing their true goal: the provision of useful 
information on a timely basis to meet the 
needs of users of academic libraries. To 
paraphrase Louise Sherby: 
If academic librarians would recognize their 
role as one of real worth, then perhaps a true 
professional attitude toward the field of librari-
anship could develop naturally. There would 
no longer be a question of ''librarians or faculty 
members''; rather they would be recognized as 
valued and valuable ... colleagues who hap-
pen to be librarians.23 
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Faculty Status 
for Librarians: 
Querying the Troops 
Russ Davidson, Connie Capers Thorson, 
and Diane Stine 
This survey assesses the views of academic librarians within the Rocky Mountain region re-
garding the benefits and responsibilities of faculty status. The results show that the issue is 
controversial for several reasons and that not only are the librarians themselves divided over 
the question, but also that their views are frequently at variance with those of their directors. 
n the May 1981 issue of College 
& Research Libraries (42:203-13), 
we reported on a survey of di-
rectors of academic libraries in 
the Rocky Mountain region regarding fac-
ulty status for academic librarians. While 
that survey indicated that most directors 
think faculty status is appropriate for li-
brarians in academic institutions, it also 
demonstrated their uncertainty regarding 
the actual benefits accruing to librarians. 
A second survey was undertaken to as-
sess the views of the individual librarian. 
The results and analysis of this survey are 
discussed below. The primary purpose of 
the survey was to gauge the views of aca-
demic librarians on the subject of faculty 
status. The survey also sought to compare 
the responses between the library direc-
tors and their respective faculties regard-
ing faculty status. 
We were reinforced in our thinking that 
the views of the individual librarian are 
important by a letter to the editor appear-
ing in the March 1981 issue of College & Re-
search Libraries (42:149) from Brian Alley, 
(then at Miami University of Ohio, now 
the director of the Sangamon State Uni-
versity Library). In commenting on Greg 
Byerly's survey of academic library direc-
tors in Ohio concerning faculty status for 
librarians (C&RL, 41:422-29), Mr. Alley 
noted that all that was missing was the 
point of view of the librarians. "Byerly," 
he continued, ''hits the nail on the head · 
when he admits that asking directors to 
determine staff satisfaction with faculty 
status might not produce the desired in-
formation. Why then not query the 
troops?"1 Mr. Alley's observation pro-
vides the context for our survey. We think 
that the results of the survey will be of in-
terest to library faculty members both 
within and beyond the Rocky Mountain 
region. 
METHODOLOGY 
The previous survey of library direCtors 
comprised a total of forty institutions in 
the Rocky Mountain region in which all li-
brarians had faculty status. We wrote to 
the directors of these forty libraries, re-
questing (1) permission to survey the li-
brary faculty, (2) the name of a contact per-
son, and (3) the total number of librarians. 
Four directors did not respond, even to a 
second request. Of the thirty-six directors 
who did, one refused us permission for 
the survey. We then sent the question-
naires to the contact person who was 
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asked to distribute the form with a 
stamped, addressed envelope to each li-
brarian within the respective library. A to-
tal of 528 questionnaires were mailed. We 
received 368 responses, giving us a re-
sponse rate of 69.8 percent. We received 
no responses from three of the thirty-five 
libraries ultimately contacted. 
The questionnaire (see appendix A) was 
designed to measure the benefits and re-
sponsibilities attached to having faculty 
status, to inquire whether tenure and pro-
motion requirements are the same for li-
brarians as those for teaching faculty at the 
same institution, and, finally, to assess the 
nature and degree of any controversy that 
might surround this issue. As our criteria, 
we again used the standards for faculty 
status adopted by the Association of Col-
lege and Research Libraries in 1971.2 
Certain demographic data used in the 
first survey are not used here. However, 
other such data-type and form of control 
of the institution-are employed. These 
data, which we initially thought would be 
important, proved to be inconsequential. 
The demographic data used were taken 
from the 32d edition of the American Li-
brary Directory. Analysis of the survey 
results included such variables as bene-
fits, responsibilities, rank, tenure status of 
respondent, and type of position. 
FINDINGS 
As stated above, 69.8 percent of the 528 
questionnaires sent out were returned by 
librarians from thirty-two of the thirty-five 
institutions. The seven states included in 
the survey were New Mexico, Arizona, 
Colorado, Utah, Wyoming, Idaho, and 
Montana. 
When asked whether controversy sur-
rounds the question of faculty status for li-
brarians in their institution, 61.4 percent 
(226) indicated that it does, 36.4 percent 
(134) that it does not, and 2.2 percent (8) 
chose not to answer the question. The 
very fact that in twenty-seven of the 
thirty-two libraries librarians are divided 
in their response supports the view that 
controversy does indeed exist (see table 
1). ·. 
It is in Arizona that the degree of contro-
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versy is the highest. Nearly 98 percent of 
surveyed librarians in Arizona indicated 
that there is controversy. This.high per-
centage may arise from a recent decision 
by the current president of Arizona State 
University to reassess the provision of fac-
ulty status for librarians. As one respon-
dent from Arizona State University points 
out, ''We have been trying to get our sta-
tus stabilized to our satisfaction for many 
years. It comes unstuck each time there is 
a change in the university's top adminis-
trators. Our new president has just de-
cided that we are 'academic profession-
als,' a decision that bodes ill for our 
position." In the remaining six states, the 
responses were more evenly divided (see 
table 2). 
Controversy over faculty status, as the 
librarians' comments make clear, arises 
from two sources: from outside the library 
and from within the ranks of the librarians 
themselves. Thus, while some respon-
dents note that ''every few years we li-
brarians have to reaffirm, rejustify our fac-
ulty positions to the administration," 
others point out that the librarians them-
selves cannot agree about the benefits and 
responsibilities of faculty status. In this 
latter vein, another respondent com-
ments, "The librarians at this university 
generally do not want to do very much 
that is 'professional' or 'scholarly,' yet 
want faculty status." A third adds that he · 
does not like faculty status because ''it is 
so controversial-others [librarians] don't 
agree it is desirable or beneficial and aren't 
willing to try to meet the requirements." 
Two further comments will serve to illus-
trate related aspects of the controversy as 
it is perceived by some librarians: ''Our re-
quirements for tenure change with the 
whims of university administration de-
spite what the library handbook lists as re-
quirements for tenure." "We have a criti-
cal problem with the University 
administration in that they will not accept 
the MLS plus masters as terminal 
degrees-thus our staff is frozen at Assis-
tant Professor rank. Yet in such areas as 
Landscape Architecture and Communica-
tion and others the same restriction 
doesn't apply.'' 
Table 3 shows that librarians without 
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TABLE 1 
CONTROVERSY BY INSTITUTION 
Yes, There Is No, There Is No 
iontrov~sy Controversy No Response 
Institution # . % # % 
1 0 0 1 100 0 0 
2 1 9 10 91 0 0 
3 2 33 4 67 0 0 
4 2 67 0 0 1 33 
5 1 20 4 80 0 0 
6 0 0 1 33 2 67 
7 0 0 1 100 0 0 
8 0 0 0 0 0 0 
9 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10 2 50 2 50 0 0 
11 3 75 1 25 0 0 
12 3 75 1 25 0 0 
13 12 80 3 20 0 0 
14 7 87 1 13 0 0 
15 4 100 0 0 0 0 
16 5 71 2 29 0 0 
17 1 100 0 0 0 0 
18 2 50 2 50 0 0 
19 5 83 1 17 0 0 
20 4 50 4 50 0 0 
21 0 0 5 100 0 0 
22 0 0 0 0 0 0 
23 1 33 2 67 0 0 
24 43 100 0 0 0 0 
25 31 96 1 2 1 2 
26 9 100 0 0 0 0 
27 18 90 2 10 0 0 
28 13 40 18 57 2 3 
29 3 21 9 72 1 7 
30 4 36 7 64 0 0 
31 10 30 23 67 1 3 
32 5 42 7 58 0 0 
33 9 64 5 36 0 0 
34 8 42 11 58 0 0 
35 18 75 6 25 0 0 
TABLE2 
CONTROVERSY BY STATE 
New 
Mexico Arizona Colorado 
Controvers~ # % # % II 
Yes 31 62 81 97 60 
No 18 36 2 2 66 
No Response 1 2 1 1 3 
Total 50 100 84 100 129 
tenure are more likely to perceive contro-
versy over faculty status than those with 
tenure. This marked dichotomy in re-
sponse could be ascribed to a number of 
factors. Those without tenure are, ipso 
facto, confronted with problems that ten-
ured faculty are not. Secondly, not only 
are untenured librarians forced to meet re-
quirements no longer made of tenured 
faculty, but the requirements themselves 
% 
46 
51 
3 
100 
Utah fyominfo Idaho Montana II % # % II % 
13 72 18 80 11 31 12 42 
5 28 3 12 25 69 15 54 
0 0 2 8 0 0 1 4 
18 100 23 100 36 100 28 100 
are now being more stringently applied at 
many institutions. Added to this is the 
perplexity that many beginning librarians 
may feel when encountering the polariza-
tion among other junior-level colleagues 
over this question. Conversely, many of_ 
the now-tenured library faculty achieved 
tenure under a "grandfather clause" and 
thus never faced a tenure-review process. 
In contrast to the ACRL standards that 
TABLE 3* 
CONTROVERSY BY TENURED 
AND UNTENURED FACULTY 
Tenured 
Controversy rcult'tro 
Untenured lacul\ 
85 24.9 
43 12.6 
Yes 
No 
Total 
88 25.8 
125 36.7 
213 62.5 + 128 . 37.5= 341; 100% 
*Table 3 reflects the correlation for those 341 respondents 
who answered both question 1 (controversy) and question 20 
(tenure status). The other 27 respondents are not represented. 
call for academic-year contracts, 3 91.5 per-
cent of the surveyed librarians reported 
that they hold twelve-month contracts 
(see table 4). This discrepancy points up 
another aspect of the controversy. Indeed, 
many respondents deem it patently unfair 
that librarians must meet the same schol-
arly or publishing requirements as teach-
ing faculty when obliged to hold twelve-
month contracts. A parallel situation is 
illustrated in table 5 that shows the hours 
per week that librarians must work. The 
overwhelming majority (94.57 percent) of 
librarians in the Rocky Mountain region 
work forty hours per week. One succinct 
comment expresses what many librarians 
do not like about faculty status: the condi-
tion of ''trying to meet standards set by 
and for teaching faculty on a 12-month 
contract and on a rigid 40-hour per week 
schedule." 
In this context, it is interesting to note 
TABLE4 
LENGTH OF LIBRARIANS' 
CONTRACT YEAR 
Contract Year II 
12 months 337 
10 months 7 
9 months 23 
1 No response 
Total 368 
TABLE 5 
LENGTH OF LffiRARIANS' 
WORKWEEK 
Work week II 
40 hours 348 
37 hours 1 
35 hours 2 
30 hours 1 
Other 16 
Total 368 
% 
91.5 
2.0 
6.2 
.3 
100.0 
% 
94.57 
.27 
.54 
.27 
4.35 
100.00 
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that while our survey did not address the 
matter of librarians' salaries, the issue was 
nevertheless highlighted through numer-
ous respondents' comments. Concern 
over salaries appears to be tied directly to 
the constraints imposed by the length of 
contract year and rigidly controlled work 
schedule as well as to the difficulty of 
meeting certain requirements (for exam-
ple, publishing) under such conditions. It 
is worth speculating whether, if salaries 
were perceived to be more equitable be-
tween librarians and teaching faculty, 
these other perceived discrepancies 
would be diminished in librarians' eyes. 
When asked whether their normal work 
loads include time for other activities such 
as committee work or attendance at con-
ferences, 90 percent (328) indicated yes; 9 
percent (36) no; and 1 percent (4) provided 
no response (see table 6). This over-
whelmingly positive response may be de-
ceptive, however, because many people 
commented that time spent on committee 
work may have to be made up later in or-
der to complete routine work. 
TABLE 6 
OTHER ACTIVITIES INCLUDED 
IN WORK SCHEDULE 
Activities 
Allowed? 
Yes 
No 
No Response 
Total 
328 
36 
4 
368 
% 
90 
9 
1 
100 
When asked whether they are encour-
aged to serve on library and/or institu-
tional committees (see table 7), 97 percent 
(355) responded affirmatively; 2 percent 
(10) negatively; and 1 percent (3) provided 
no response. Librarians' responses to the 
question about whether or not they are en-
couraged to serve on professional commit-
tees at the state, local, and regional level 
displayed a similar pattern (see table 8). 
The strongly affirmative response noted 
in tables 7 and 8 imply that committee ser-
vice is considered important by adminis-
trators for tenure and promotion. 
The question of whether or not librari-
ans are subject to the same tenure provi-
sions as teaching faculty provides a rea-
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TABLE 7 
ENCOURAGED TO WORK 
ON LIBRARY AND/OR 
INSTITUTIONAL COMMITTEES 
Library/Institutional 
Committees? # 
Yes 355 
No 10 
No Response 3 
Total 368 
TABLE 8 
ENCOURAGED TO SERVE ON 
PROFESSIONAL COMMITTEES 
Professional 
Committees? # 
Yes 343 
No 21 
No Response 4 
Total 368 
% 
97 
2 
1 
100 
% 
94 
5 
1 
100 
sonably uniform response across the 
region as a whole. Seventy percent (251) 
indicate that they are subject to identical 
provisions (see table 9). However, in ex-
amining the question of identical tenure 
provisions by state we observe a major dif-
ference in the region (table 10). For exam-
ple, in New Mexico 87 percent (43) of the 
librarians replied that tenure require-
ments are identical, while in Arizona, at 
the opposite end of the continuum, only 7 
percent (7) of the librarians stated that the 
requirements are the same. In our pre-
vious survey, by comparison, the Arizona 
directors (4) were evenly divided on the 
TABLE9 
TENURE PROVISIONS IDENTICAL 
TO TEACHING FACULTY'S 
Identical 
Provisions # 
Yes 251 
No 99 
No Response 18 
Total 368 
% 
70 
25 
5 
100 
November 1983 
same question while in New Mexico only 
63 percent (5) of the directors agreed that 
tenure provisions are the same. 
To those who responded that they were 
not governed by identical tenure provi-
sions, we asked whether an equivalent 
provision was in effect. Sixty-seven per-
cent (66) said no, and 33 percent (33) said 
yes. Therefore, sixty-six librarians may ei-
ther not know what provisions govern 
them or work in institutions where there 
are no provisions for tenure. How can 
these librarians be said to have faculty sta-
tus? 
The question of publishing provides fur-
ther evidence of disparity between the 
viewpoints of librarians and those of their 
directors. When librarians were asked 
whether or not they must publish to be 
granted tenure and promotion, 42 percent 
(156) responded affirmatively, 50 percent 
(184) responded negatively, and 8 percent 
(28) did not respond. These results con-
trast sharply w_ith those from the earlier 
survey of library directors in which only 18 
percent (7) indicated that librarians must 
publish in order to be promoted or 
granted tenure. Such diversity in re-
sponse is difficult to explain, but it may 
stem from the directors' not being in close 
contact with their faculties or from the li-
brarians' ignorance of what is required of 
them, or both. A number of respondents 
commented that publishing is necessary 
for promotion but not for tenure. This dis-
tinction would seem to contradict the as-
sertion that tenure provisions are the 
same for the teaching and library faculties. 
The publishing issue elicited pointed com-
ments from numerous librarians. It is 
thought-by many who chose to write 
comments-that the pressure to publish is 
unfair for faculty who work at least a forty-
hour week for eleven months of the year. 4 
A final instance of divergence between 
TABLE 10 
IDENTICAL TENURE PROVISIONS BY STATE 
New 
Identical Mexico Arizona Colorado Utah fyominfo Idaho Montana Provisions # % # % # % # % # % # % 
Yes 43 87 7 7 108 80 14 88 19 83 32 89 28 100 
No 6 11 68 84 15 15 2 6 4 17 4 11 0 0 
No Response 1 2 9 9 6 5 2 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 50 100 84 100 129 100 18 100 23 100 36 100 28 100 
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TABLE 11 
PERCEPTION OF BENEFITS BY LIBRARIANS AND DIRECTORS 
Librarians 
Benefit Yes 
Peer review for tenure 93% 
Peer review for ~romotion 89 
Eligibility for sa baticals 85 
Eligibility for research leaves 88.5 
Eligibility for research funds 80 
Access to Jfievance procedures 92 
Organize faculty 77 
Eligible for senate 95 
librarians' perceptions and those of their 
directors emerges over the question of 
benefits of faculty status. Table 11 incor-
porates information from our previous 
study with answers from the present 
study. In every category but one, the per-
centage of library directors indicating that 
librarians enjoy a particular benefit ex-
ceeds the librarians' own response. In-
deed, in six categories, 100 percent of the 
library directors responded that librarians 
enjoyed the corresponding benefit. Per-
haps the directors were speaking theoreti-
cally whereas the librarians were answer-
ing from actual experience. 
CONCLUSION 
It is clear that in the Rocky Mountain re-
gion there is considerable controversy 
over faculty status for academic librarians .. 
Such controversy appears, in its various 
dimensions, to stem principally from the 
different time commitments that exist for 
librarians as opposed to those of the teach-
ing faculty . While the latter enjoy the ben-
efit of nine-month contracts and more · 
flexible work schedules in attempting to 
fulfill their faculty obligations, librarians, 
with few exceptions, do not. This discrep-
ancy, felt all the more keenly in light of 
pronounced salary differences, has cre-
ated a dubious attitude among academic 
librarians regarding faculty status and has 
led many to question the suitability and 
practical value of this system. In the words 
Directors Librarians Directors 
Yes No No 
86% 7% 14% 
100 11 0 
100 15 0 
100 11.5 0 
100 20 0 
100 8 0 
86 23 14 
100 5 0 
of one respondent: "Faculty status does 
not always conform to the library environ-
ment and also alludes to an improper de-
scription of my work. Since I do not teach 
and have a twelve-month contract, people 
are often confused by the title. I think our 
titles should be changed to describe our 
work situation. However, I have certain 
reservations about a change because new 
titles may put us in a precarious situation 
whereby the opportunities which the li-
brary faculty are deserving of-tenure, 
sabbaticals, research leaves, etc.-may 
eventually be overlooked.'' 
Moreover, the effects of the controversy 
appear to have spilled over into the ranks 
of the librarians and most sharply be-
tween the tenured and nontenured librari-
ans. The survey also illustrates that clear 
differences of opinion and viewpoint exist 
between the librarians and their directors 
on different aspects of the controversy. 
Almost invariably the directors hold a 
more positive view of the benefits of fac-
ulty status for librarians than do the librar-
ians themselves. 
In the end, to have ''queried the troops'' 
is to have seen that-at least in the Rocky 
Mountain region-the issue is far from set-
tled. On the contrary, it continues to be 
controversial. Nor is it surprising that this 
should be so; for if the library faculty are 
divided, is it any wonder that university 
administrators and others display a simi-
lar ambivalence? 
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APPENDIX A 
We are interested in knowing the benefits for and expectations of academic librarians with faculty 
status. Please respond to the following questions and feel free to make comments on any of them. 
Thank you. 
1. Is there controversy in your library or institution about faculty status for librarians? yes no 
2. Do you hold a contract of nine months? ten months? twelve months? 
3. If you hold a twelve-month contract, are nine- or ten-month contracts possible for you? yes no 
4. Is your scheduled work week 30 hours? 35 hours? 37 hours? 40 hours? other? 
5. Does your normal work load include time for other professional activities 
such as committee work? yes no 
6. Are you, as a librarian, encouraged to serve on library and/or school committees? yes no 
7. Are you, as a librarian, encouraged to serve on professional committees at the 
state, regional, and/or national level? yes no 
8. Are you covered by tenure provisions identical to those of the teaching faculty? yes no 
9. If the answer to #8 is "no," is there an equivalent provision made? yes no 
10. Are recommendations for tenure, or its equivalent, based on a peer review system? yes no 
11. Are you, as a librarian, eligible for promotion in rank? yes no 
12. Are recommendations for promotion based on a peer review system? yes no 
13. Are you, as a librarian, eligible for sabbatical leaves on the same basis 
as teaching faculty? yes no 
14. Are you, as a librarian, eligible for research leaves with or without pay? yes no 
15. Do you, as a librarian, have access to the same research funds that are accessible 
to teaching faculty? yes no 
16. Do-you have access to grievance, appeal, and review procedures available 
to teaching faculty? yes no 
17. Must you publish to be granted promotion and tenure or their equivalent? yes no 
18. Has a library faculty been formally organized and/or constituted? yes no 
19. Are you, as a librarian, eligible for membership in the academic senate or 
equivalent faculty body? yes no 
20. Are you tenured? Untenured? 
21. During what year did you begin working as a librarian in your institution? 
22 . What is your rank? Instructor? Assistant Professor? Associate Professor? Professor? 
Other? 
23. Which position describes yours? Assistant Director? Department Head? Functional Special-
ist? Librarian? Assistant Department Head? 
24. Are you ip. Readers' Services? Technical Services? Collection Development? Administra-
tion? 
25. Name of your institution? ___________________________ _ 
26. What do you like about faculty status? _____________________ _ 
27. What don't you like about faculty status? ____________________ _ 
COMMENTS: ____________________________________________________ __ 
Literature Obsolescence-, 
Dispersion, and 
Collection Development 
George V. Hodowanec 
This study determines annual book obsolescence rates for individual instructional departments 
within a university. Analysis o sue factors as immediacy and intensity of peak usage, use 
dispersion, and the commonality of use have helped to develop an acquisition priority weight-
ing (APW) formula. The function of the APW is to serve as a guide in the collection develop-
ment process. The Circulation Commonality Table, the Dispersion Table, and the Immediacy/ 
Intensity Table were used to refine the well-known Pareto Principle and Trueswell' s 80/20 
rule. This study identifies specifically which one-third of total resources receives two-thirds of 
total use, thus, the 113-2/3 rule was developed. 
everal factors may contribute to 
book obsolescence: the usage 
rate of a book from the high 
point of its circulation, subse-
quent natural decline in circulation, and fi-
nally its ultimate low pomt of circulation. 
Although some of these factors are per-
haps too varied and too subjective to enu-
merate and analyze, especially in aca-
demic libraries, it is yet possible to observe 
certain general, repeated patterns in the 
circulation rate of books in all subject clas-
sifications from the time of acguisition to 
the time of least circulation. 1 Likewise, . 
several factors may contribute to book dis-
persion, 2 the use of books classified in one 
subject area by students majoring in an-
other subject area-the use of math books 
by music majors, for example. Obsoles-
cence and dispersion may be interrelated 
to some extent. Widely dispersed use may 
affect obsolescence rates in certain subject 
classifications. Widely dispersed use soon 
after acquisition may increase a book's rate 
of obsolescence because such use raises its 
peak usage rate. However, widely dis-
persed use throughout a book's life may 
tend to stabilize its rate of obsolescence be-
cause the instructional department whose 
curriculum that book supports is not 
solely responsible for its use. At the other 
extreme, however, narrowly dispersed 
and nondispersed library holdings may 
exhibit slower, more stable rates of obso-
lescence because no ''outside' demand ar-
tificially increases a nondispersed vol-
ume's peak usage rate. Conversely, high 
• or low obsolescence rates may affect dis-
persion by encouraging or discouraging 
widespread early or lifetime use of materi-
als. 
Obsolescence and dispersion may both 
be influenced by the hard or soft (axio-
matic or judgmental) nature of subject ar-
eas, 3 by variations in instructional meth-
odology, and by periodic curricular 
modifications at the college or university 
of which a given academic library is a part. 
Since obsolescence and dispersion are re-
flections of user behavior and since hard 
or soft subject areas and differences in 
teaching methods or curricula can be ac-
counted for, study of the statistical data 
that reflect user behavior and consider-
ation of the types of and rationales for user 
behaviors thus reflected would enable ac-
ademic libraries to prepare meaningful, 
practical collection development guide-
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lines based on local use patterns. Such 
guidelines would be an accurate response 
to the needs (as demonstrated by use) of 
an academic library's primary patrons, the 
students of the college or university. The 
goal of collection development guidelines 
developed from analyses of obsolescence 
data, dispersion data, and behavioral re-
search will be to provide an academic col-
lection which maintains adequate hold-
ings to support the curriculum of a college 
or university while avoiding high obsoles-
cence rates and low use rates, but sustain-
ing well-dispersed holdings. 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Obsolescence of materials in libraries 
has been recognized throughout the his-
tory of libraries, but only since World War 
II has it been more and more frequently 
studied. In 1947, Gosnell sought to estab-
lish mortality formulas for books akin to 
insurance company analyses of mortality 
rates among groups of people. Just as in-
surance companies predict the number of 
people in given groups who will die after 
varying periods of time, although no one 
can predict just which people will die, 
Gosnell wanted to predict mortality rates 
for books in libraries.4 In 1950, Gosnell ad-
vocated ''systematic weeding'' of library 
collections, bringing considerations of ob-
solescence into the realms of effective li-
brary management.5 In 1967, Hardin re-
minded librarians that there is no finite 
limit to the rate of increase of a collection; 
therefore, microfilming, microcarding, 
and the like are not really solutions to the 
problem of rapidly growing collections. 
Hardin contended, ''either we must con-
tinually diminish the rate of increase or we 
must introduce what may be termed a 
mortality factor and eliminate individuals 
whose procreation we have permitted. " 6 
In 1970, Brookes analyzed the "obsoles-
cence of special library periodicals," refin-
ing the. techniques used to determine ob-
solescence rates. 7 In 1973, Brookes 
presented graphic methods for plotting 
obsolescence in periodical literature and 
observed that ''at the present time there is 
no general agreement on how scatter 
should be defined or measured," al-
though he added, "It seems likely that 
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scatter and obsolescence are related, but 
that both are determined by rate of 
growth-the faster the rate of growth, the 
less the scatter and the more rapid the ob-
solescence."8 In 1974, Line and Sandison 
warned that "obsolescence tends to be a 
loaded term because it does not distin-
guish decline in use from decline in value 
or recognize the possibility of increase in 
use and that current nonuse does not nec-
essarily mean either obsolescence or lack 
of value. " 9 In 1975, Hodges noted that the 
most useful part of a book's existence is in 
the first three years after publication and 
that the acquisitions and cataloging proce-
dures take too long a time out of a book's 
period of greatest demand. 10 The decade 
of the 1970s continued to see the publica-
tion of studies addressing obsolescence 
and collection growth. 
An analysis of the entire range of previ-
ously published studies reveals, however, 
that most obsolescence research deals 
with periodical literature, not with books. 
Moreover, identifying literature relevant 
to the relationship of obsolescence and 
collection development is hampered by 
the indexing of publications under head-
ings not readily discernable as pertinent to 
the subject. Therefore, as an aid to future 
studies ·of obsolescence and collection de-
velopment, a suggested reading list of 
published articles appears in appendix A. 
METHODOLOGY 
In order to provide direction for the pro-
cess of data accumulation for this study, 
the decision was made to analyze one aca-
demic library's annual circulation (Wil-
liam Allen White Library, Emporia State 
University, 1980 calendar-year circula-
tion), utilizing distinct academic instruc-
tional departments as units of compari-
son. These departments are relatively 
stable units that enable patterns of library 
use to be related to curricular programs. 
Departmental curriculum-supporting 
collections were identified through analy-
sis of the content of each course listed in 
the university's course catalog and subse-
quent comparison of that content with 
subject classifications in the Dewey deci-
mal system, by which the university's li-
brary materials are classified. Next, any 
conflicts between course titles and de-
scriptions and the appropriate Dewey 
classifications were resolved. 
All calendar-year 1980 records of stu-
dent circulation were examined, and the 
catalog numbers of volumes that had been 
circulated were grouped by Dewey divi-
sional numbers (the second-level classifi-
cations summarizing one hundred subject 
areas) corresponding to instructional de-
partments. Data on books circulated in 
1980 were then grouped to show the year 
of acquisition for each volume circulated, 
and this information was collated with 
each instructional department's previ-
ously identified curriculum-supporting 
collection. This process was applied to 
volumes circulated in 1980 and acquired in 
any of the preceding twenty-two years. 
For the purpose of this study, acquisition 
records were accepted as indicators of a 
book's first availability to library patrons. 
The total number of volumes acquired in 
each Dewey division during each of the 
preceding twenty-two years was listed. 
Then, the 1980 figures on circulation of 
volumes in each Dewey division were ar-
ranged to reflect the year of acquisition for 
each item acquired within the preceding 
twenty-two years. Finally, the number of 
volumes circulated in 1980 from each 
Dewey division's annual acquisition list 
was divided by the total number of vol-
umes in each corresponding annual acqui-
sition list. This process for the hypotheti-
cal Dewey division XYZ would be 
illustrated thus: 
Dewey Division Number: XYZ 
Total1980 Circulation: 1,000 volumes 
Annual ratios of XYZ volumes circulated in 
1980 (by year of acquisition) to the total XYZ 
volumes acquired (by same year of acquisition): 
1979 1978 1977 1976 1975 1974 
100/200 180/220 210/215 150/205 95/195 90/210 
.50 .72 .98 .73 .49 .43 
By grouping the circulated volumes ac-
cording to their Dewey divisional classifi-
cations and their years of acquisitions, in-
formation on book use as a function of 
time for each library subject area of each 
instructional department's curriculum-
supporting collection was generated. This 
information was used to plot obsolescence 
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graphs for the individual instructional de-
partment collections, for groups of these 
department collections comprising four 
broad disciplinary divisions (fine arts and 
humanities, life science, pure and applied 
sciences, and social and behavioral sci-
ences), and for the overall library collec-
tion. 
Circulation graphs were plotted by year 
of acquisition for every instructional de-
partment; these graphs were then 
grouped according to their unique behav-
iors of usage, and five representative 
graphs were selected to show standard 
and unique obsolescence patterns. The 
curves from these five graphs were super-
imposed to illustrate diverse patterns of 
book use as a function of time. The super-
imposed curves represented different use 
patterns observable within library circula-
tion. 
The social studies/anthropology (SSA) 
curve most closely correlated with the li-
brary average (LA) curve, with a mathe-
matical coefficient of correlation of . 98. 
Similar use patterns were demonstrated 
in the curves of the biology, education, 
English, library science, mathematics, and 
physical sciences collections. The extent to 
which these curves paralleled the LA 
~urve varied, but their coefficients of cor-
relation (ranging from .80 for English to 
.98 for physical science) indicated a high 
degree of similarity in use patterns. The 
curve for the business (BUS) collection 
was considered a relatively close match to 
the LA curve and the aforementioned 
curriculum-supporting collection curves, 
with one exception. The BUS curve dis-
plays an extremely high use rate for the 
first two years after books in this collection 
are acquired; then the intensity of use 
drops, and the remaining twenty years of 
use patterns show close correspondences 
to the LA curve. Because of the steep rate 
of use during the first two years of circula-
tion, the BUS curve showed only a . 78 co-
efficient of correlation to the LA curve. 
The home economics (HE) collection 
curve illustrated an erratic use pattern. Its 
coefficient of correlation (.83) was some-
what lower than the . 98 coefficient for the 
SSA curve, but was within the high range 
of correlations to the LA curve. The art, 
424 College & Research Libraries 
health and physical education, industrial 
education, psychology, and speech collec-
tions revealed similar erratic use patterns, 
with coefficients of correlation to the LA 
curve ranging from .57 for health and 
physical education to .97 for industrial ed-
ucation. All the curriculum-supporting 
collections in this group exhibit multiple 
circulations of books during the first two 
years following acquisition. 
The foreign languages (FL) collection re-
vealed a unique use pattern. Its rate of cir-
culation of books remained consistently 
below the LA rate, but in all other respects 
it closely paralleled the LA curve. Its .85 
coefficient of correlation indicated a high 
correspondence to the LA curve. The use 
pattern of the fiction collection, studied 
separately, exhibited highly erratic use. 
Repeated attempts were made to ma-
nipulate the plotted data into mathemati-
cal, computer-generated expressions de-
scribing book use as a function of time; 
however, all attempts (except linear repre-
sentations of obsolescence rates) to gener-
ate mathematical expressions of book use 
as a function of tiirie were unsuccessful. 
Therefore, the data reflecting book use 
over time were analyzed as representa-
tions of user behavior patterns. Conclu-
sions reached by such analyses were dis-
cussed with the librarians responsible for 
collection development as well as with fac-
ulty who are professionally responsible 
for directing student use of library hold-
ings. These people's expertise was called 
upon to refine or refute preliminary ·con-
clusions. 
All comments were considered valid, 
and an academic collection use analysis 
was included in this study so that the use 
of academic collections by declared majors 
specializing in an area could be compared 
to university-wide use of these same aca-
demic collections. With such analysis and 
comparison, those responsible for making 
collection development decisions could 
avoid slighting collections showing heavy 
use by declared majors in a given subject 
area. 
Although past, present, and potential 
user behavior patterns were discussed 
with those professionally involved with 
the university and the academic library be-
ing studied, across the board, no one was 
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able to offer new insights ~to the obsoles-
cence pattern of books or into the factors 
that might affect the obsolescence se-
quence. The most immediately compre-
hensible graphic depiction of obsoles-
cence seemed to be linear plotting of usage 
rate as a function of time, so linear repre-
sentations of the book obsolescence se-
quence were determined for the overall li-
brary, the four broad disciplinary 
divisions, and the individual instructional 
departments (art, business, and mathe-
matics, for example). Higher correlation 
coefficients between divisional and de-
partmental obsolescence curves and the 
overall library obsolescence curve were 
found to exist with linear regression plot-
ting than with exponential decay plotting. 
(See figure 1, column F.) Since no useful 
conclusions could be drawn from the 
"plateau" years, the years of steady low 
circulation of a book after it reaches its 
lowest point of circulation, and since these 
"plateau" years' circulation data lowered 
the coefficient of correlation of divisional 
and departmental curves with the overall 
library curve, preferability was given to 
the linear representations and to conclu-
sions that could be drawn from them. 
While circulation is admittedly not an 
exact measure of book use, for the vast 
majority of library holdings, circulation is 
an adequate barometer of use, thus circu-
lation data were accepted as indicators of 
use in all cases. Book use could be mea-
sured by citations of library holdings in re-
search works done at an academic library, 
but such a measurement of use would be 
equally as incomplete as circulation rec-
ords. Reshelving records could be kept 
and used to measure book use, but such 
records would not include books inadver-
tently removed from open stacks or books 
reshelved by patrons who ignored re-
quests not to reshelve materials. It seems 
much more acceptable, then, to relate use 
to circulation, acknowledging the flaws in 
such a relationship, but achieving a mea-
sure of the actual possession of a library 
holding by a library patron for whatever 
reason. 
ANALYSIS OF 
OBSOLESCENCE FINDINGS 
Decreased use over time is a normal, 
predictable, well-known characteristic of 
library holdings. However, knowing that 
obsolescence is characteristic of library 
materials is of little use; knowing the spe-
cific rate of decreased book use, or book 
obsolescence, within well-defined subject 
groups would be more valuable because 
acquisitions requests and decisions are 
made in regard to such groupings. 
Column A of figure 1, the Obsolescence 
Analysis Matrix, reveals the annual obso-
lescence rate for four major disciplinary 
division collections (fine arts and humani-
ties; life science; pure and applied sci-
ences; and social and behavioral sciences), 
for sixteen individual academic depart-
ment collections comprising the four disci-
plinary categories, and for the entire li-
brary. 
In the process of calculating the individ-
ual department collection obsolescence 
rates, books circulated in 1980 were 
grouped by the year of publication (acqui-
sition) and by Dewey second summary di-
visional subject areas that directly corre-
lated to the content of courses offered in 
each instructional department. With each 
of these departments previously defined 
as a unit made of specifiC' informational 
subject areas (based on the collation of the 
course descriptions and the subject classi-
fication headings in the second summary 
divisions of the Dewey list), a relatively 
stable subject-area profile of curriculum-
supporting collections was revealed for 
each department. 
The annual obsolescence rate for all aca-
demic department collections displayed a 
range of 6.23 percent, with a low of 2.27 
percent in the foreign languages collection 
and a high of 8.50 percent in the business 
collection. The department collections 
varied within one standard deviation for 
almost two-thirds of these collections. 
The obsolescence rate of each individual 
instructional department collection indi-
cates the rate at which books become less 
frequently used and, therefore, have less 
~nformational value to library patrons . 
The obsolescence rates of the foreign lan-
guages collection (2.27 percent per year) 
and business collection (8.50 percent per 
year) indicate that books in the former col-
lection do not need to be replaced as 
quickly as books in the latter because 
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books supporting the curriculum of the 
foreign languages department obsolesce 
at roughly one-quarter of the rate of pooks 
supporting the curriculum of the business 
department. Although such a generaliza-
tion seems supportable by reference to ob-
solescence rate patterns, most generaliza-
tions based solely on the ranking of 
obsolescence rates are insufficiently repre-
sentative of user behaviors to determine 
collection guidelines. 
Closer consideration of obsolescence 
rankings suggested that variations in the 
obsolescence rates of individual academic 
departments might result from several in-
fluences. For example, substantial growth 
and expansion of theory, research, and 
publication in a particular instructional 
field (e.g. business) seem to result in a 
higher annual rate of book obsolescence 
for that field's curriculum-supporting col-
lection. Also, an instructional field that re-
lies heavily on visual examples or descrip-
tions of processes (art and architecture, for 
instance) to generate fresh approaches to 
its subject matter will tend to make its ac-
quisitions obsolesce at a higher annual 
rate because users seem to obtain and re-
view the volumes as soon as the books be-
come available in the library, causing early 
multiple circulation patterns, then circu-
late these volumes later at more-standard 
rates. Moreover, academic fields which 
are in a developmental or redevelopmen-
tal state, undergoing refinements in the 
methodology and technology of their in-
formational domain (e.g., industrial edu-
cation, home economics, and computer 
science) tend, likewise, to demonstrate 
higher than average rates of obsolescence 
in their collections. Conversely, academic 
fields that rely upon revised versions or 
new editions of already existing materials 
(e.g., English) tend to amass collections 
with below average annual obsolescence 
rates. Finally, certain instructional fields 
and certain curriculum offerings are pri-
marily textbook oriented. When these 
fields and courses do not exhibit rapid ex-
pansion of theory, research, and publica-
tion, their curriculum-supporting collec-
tions tend to have below average annual 
use and obsolescence. 
There are other factors closely related to 
obsolescence that may be fruitfully con-
A B c D E F G H 
RANKED BY RANKED BY RANKED BY RANKED BY RANKED BY RANKED BY RANKED BY RANKED BY 
OBSOLESCENCE YEAR OF RATE OF YEAR OF RATE OF COEFFICIENT NUMBER OF NUMBER OF 
RATE PEAK PEAK LOWEST LOWEST OF DEWEY DIV. DEWEY DIV. 
CIRCULATION CIRCULATION CIRCULATION CIRCULATION CORRELATION IN WITH NO. 
TO DEPARTMENTAL SIGNIFICANT 
LIBRARY AVG. COLLECTIONS DISPERSION 
(Percent of (Circulations (Circulations 
amiual decline) per 100 ilol.) per 100 vol. ) 
LIBRARY LIBRARY LIBRARY LIBRARY LIBRARY 
AVERAGE - 4. 64 AVERAGE - 2 AVERAGE - 69 AVERAGE - 13 AVERAGE - 18 - - - - - - - - - - - -
ForL 2. 27 Art 1 Bus 141 Math 12 ForL 5 SocS .98 SocS 34 SocS 26 
Eng 3.00 Bus 1 Psy 135 PhvS 12 Math 9 IndE • 97 ForL 14 ForL 14 
SocS 3. 33 HomE 1 Art 126 Art 13 Mus 9 PhyS .97 LibS 10 LibS 9 
Math 3. 82 LibS 1 HPE 121 ForL 13 LibS 10 Psy .96 Eng 6 IndE 4 
LibS 4.15 Math 1 HomE 118 Mus 13 In dE 12 Educ .95 IndE 6 Art 3 
PhyS 4.17 Psv 1 IndE 118 Bio 14 Eng 13 Mus • 95 PhyS 6 Eng 3 
Mus 4.18 ForL 2 Sve 110 Educ 14 Psy 13 Art .90 Art 5 PhyS 3 
Bio 4. 36 IndE 2 PhyS 68 Eng 14 SocS 15 LibS .90 Bio 3 Bio 2 
Edu 4.45 Mus 2 Bio 66 HPE 14 Edu 17 Spe .89 Bus 3 Psy 1 
Spe 6.42 SocS 2 Educ 66 LibS 14 Bio 18 Math .87 HPE 2 Bus 0 
HomE 6.50 Sve 2 LibS 64 SocS 14 PhvS 18 ForL .85 HomE 2 Educ 0 
Psy 7.00 Bio 3 Mus 55 s2e 14 Bus 22 Bio .83 Psy 2 HPE 0 
In dE 7.07 Educ 3 SocS 55 Bus 15 HomE 27 HomE .83 Sl!e 2 HomE 0 
Art 7.33 Eng 3 Math 51 IndE 15 Spe 33 Eng .80 Educ 1 Math 0 
I 
HPE 7.45 HPE 3 En11. 46 HomE 15 Art 38 Bus • 78 Math 1 Mus 0 
Bus 8.50 PhyS 3 ForL 30 Psy 19 HPE 39 HPE • 57 Mus 1 Spe 0 
-------- ------~ -------- -------- ------- ------- ------- -------
FAH 4. 27 FAH 2 SBS 87 FAH 13 PAS 17 SBS • 97 - - - - - - - -
LS 4. 36 PAS 2 PAS 74 LS 14 LS 18 PAS .96 - - - - - - - -
PAS 4. 38 SBS 2 FAH 69 PAS 15 FAH 22 FAH .93 - - - - - - - -
SBS 4.69 LS 3 LS 66 SBS 15 SBS 26 LS .83 - - - - - - - -
KEY: Art--Art; Bio--Biology; Bus--Business; Educ--Education; Eng--English; FAH--Fine Arts & Humanities; ForL--Foreign 
Languages; HomE--Home Economics; HPE--Health & Physical Education; IndE--Industrial Education; LibS--Library· 
Science; LS--Life Science; Math--Mathematics; Mus--Music; PAS--Pure & Applied Sciences; PhyS--Physical Science; 
Pay--Psychology; SBS--Social & Behavioral Sciences; SocS--Social Studies/ Anthropology; Spe--Speech 
FIGURE 1 
Obsolescence Analysis Matrix 
I J 
RANKED BY RANKED BY 
TOTAL NUMBER NUMBER OF OTBEll 
OF DEPTS. DEPTS. USING 
USINC EACH MOST DISPERSED 
DEPARTMENTAL DEWEY DIVSION 
COLLECTION 
- - - - - - - -
SocS 14 Bus 12 
HPE 14 Educ 12 
Bus 13 Spe 12 
Edu 13 HPE 11 
Sve * SocS 11 
Eng 10 Eng 7 
Psy 8 Pay 7 
Art 6 Art 7 
HomE 5 HomE 3 
LibS 5 LibS 2 
PhvS 3 Bio 1 
Bio 2 In dE 1 
IndE 2 Math L 
Math 2 Mus 1 
Mus 2 PhvS 1 
ForL 1 ForL 0 
------- --------
- - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - -
*Core 000' s in LibS, 
Core 790' s in HPE 
sidered in conjunction with this analysis 
of obsolescence rates. Two of the most sig-
nificant of such factors are the period of 
peak use and the corresponding magni-
tude of peak use. The period of peak use 
reveals the ''immediacy'' of user need, 
and the magnitude of peak use reveals the 
''intensity" of user need. Rankings of im-
mediacy and intensity appear in columns 
B and C of figure 1. 
The immediacy factor indicates the ur-
gency with which books are needed by li-
brary patrons. Six academic instructional 
departments (shown in column B) exhibit 
peak circulation of their library materials 
one year after books in their curriculum-
supporting collections have become avail-
able in the library. Four of these same de-
partments (shown in column C) also 
appear in the top-intensity group, exhibit-
ing the highest ratios of circulation trans-
actions per one hundred books acquired. 
These reflections of immediate and in-
tense use by four academic departments 
support decisions to acquire materials for 
their collections as quickly as possible. 
These departments, and only these de-
partments, demonstrate patron behaviors 
which recommend such quick acquisition 
of new publications. 
Instructional departments whose peak 
use of their curriculum-supporting collec-
tion occurs in the second or third year after 
acquisition do not exhibit sufficient imme-
diacy to necessitate urgent purchasing of 
their requests. Book purchases for these 
departments should be executed deliber-
ately and carefully so that resources are 
not wasted and so that curricular pro-
grams do not suffer. Most instructional 
department collections with delayed peak 
use periods also exhibit an intensity of use 
that is lower than collections with immedi-
ate peak use periods. For example, 
column B of figure 1 shows that materials 
in the music department collection reach 
their peak usage period two years after ac-
quisition, and column C shows that these 
materials' intensity of use during this pe-
riod is only 55 circulations per hundred 
books acquired. 
Books in subject areas that reach peak 
immediacy after two or three years offer 
excellent possibilities for resource-sharing 
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efforts among libraries. Items in categories 
with a moderate or low use intensity and a 
later immediacy factor give' a library 
plenty of time to determine whether inde-
pendent acquisition or shared access is an 
appropriate response. Interlibrary loan 
records of items in low use and late imme-
diacy categories will pinpoint the occa-
sional heavily used item, and the library 
can acquire it. Other items in these catego-
ries are perhaps best borrowed from li-
braries at institutions where the curricular 
programs they support are especially em-
phasized. 
Data in columns D and E represent the 
years that books within the various 
curriculum-supporting collections reach 
their lowest use and the rate of use in each 
curriculum-supporting collection during 
those years. The range of lowest rate of 
use varies from 5 to 39 hundred volumes 
and occurs twelve to seventeen years after 
books are acquired by the library. 
Although some studies have speculated 
that a certain low point in use justifies 
weeding via secondary storage or discard-
ing, no sound decisions about weeding 
can be made unless each library considers 
the period of lowest use along with its 
own financial and physical resources, in-
cluding operating funds, availability and 
accessibility of primary and secondary 
storage space, and storage costs in pri-
mary and secondary storage locations. 
Each library should determine for itself 
the cost-effectiveness of storing and main-
taining given volumes if their chances of 
circulating in a given year are only one in 
twenty. At some point, borrowing infre-
quently requested volumes through inter-
library loan will be more cost-effective for 
medium-sized libraries with limited bud-
gets and space than holding those vol-
umes will be. However, this point will 
vary for each library. Decisions about dis-
carding, putting into secondary storage, 
or continuing to shelve certain volumes at 
the primary library facility can be sup-
ported in part by the data in columns D 
and E. 
Differing circulation rates at the lowest 
points of use in each curriculum-support-
ing collection suggest a variety of conclu-
sions. Although the data appear contra-
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dictory, curriculum-supporting collec-
tions with higher annual rates of 
obsolescence also tend to be collections 
with higher rates of use at their lowest 
points of use. Conversely, the collections 
with lower annual rates of obsolescence 
tend to show lower rates of use at their 
lowest points. For example, the business, 
health and physical education, art, indus-
trial education, home economics, and 
speech collections all display high rates of 
obsolescence and relatively high rates of 
circulation fourteen to seventeen years af-
ter acquisition of books, for those collec-
tions. However, the foreign languages 
and mathematics collections show low 
rates of obsolescence and relatively low 
rates of circulation twelve to thirteen years 
after volumes have been acquired. There-
fore, one must not assume that high rates 
of obsolescence indicate collection hold-
ings that may become very little used, nor 
can one assume that low rates of obsoles-
cence indicate stable, high use. 
Six of the nine departmental collections 
in the lower half of column D, collections 
with relatively high circulation rates at the 
end of their obsolescence sequence, are 
also in the upper half of column I, which 
ranks the range of dispersion of each 
curriculum-supporting collection. Widely 
dispersed use of a curriculum-supporting 
collection apparently tends to elevate that 
collection's circulation rate at the lowest 
point of its obsolescence sequence. 
Column F shows how well the individ-
ual collections' graphs of circulation pat-
terns throughout the obsolescence se-
quence matched the corresponding graph 
for overall library circulation. Circulation 
plotted as a function of time for each aca-
demic instructional department's 
curriculum-supporting collection demon-
strated many variations among depart-
mental collections . Measured against 
overall library circulation and in terms of 
the coefficient of correlation,. however, de-
partmental collections generally correlate 
highly. The social studies/ anthropology 
collection reveals a . 98 coefficient of corre-
lation to the overall library graph of circu-
lation during the obsolescence sequence. 
In this study, therefore, the graphic pat-
terns of the social studies/ anthropology 
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department curve can be used to repre-
sent the use patterns of overall library cir-
culation. 
Columns G, H, I, and J present interre-
lated data on the factor of dispersion. 
These columns reflect data showing book 
use as a function of the magnitude and 
range of the circulation of an academic de-
partment's curriculum-supporting collec-
tion by patrons not majoring in that de-
partment's curricular programs. Dis-
persion appears to be a very important fac-
tor to consider in the priority ranking of 
books that have been requested for acqui-
sition. Column G identifies the number of 
Dewey divisions that directly relate to the 
subject content of the courses offered by a 
given academic department. These 
Dewey divisions form the fundamental 
curriculum-supporting collection for a 
particular department, that is, the collec-
tion of books in subject areas most closely 
related to the unique curricular program 
of that particular department. The social 
studies/ anthropology collection has the 
largest number of Dewey divisions that di-
rectly relate to subject areas within its cur-
ricular programs, while the music depart-
ment has the smallest number of such 
Dewey divisions. 
While some variations of the boundaries 
of a particular academic department's cur-
ricular domain are likely, the overall sub-
ject profile of that particular department is 
likely to remain reasonably stable. Hence, 
column H identifies the number of Dewey 
divisions considered unique to a particu-
lar department which are not significantly 
circulated by users associated with other 
instructional departments. For instance, it 
was found that twenty-six Dewey divi-
sions are, for the most part, relied upon 
only by patrons associated with the social 
studies/anthropology department. How-
ever, there are eight Dewey divisions 
(compare column Hand G) that support 
the social studies/anthropology curricu-
lum but are utilized by students not asso-
ciated with the social studies/anthropol-
ogy department. At the other end of the 
scale, no Dewey divisions in the business 
department's collection are used exclu-
sively by business majors. 
Columns H and G also show the extent 
to which individual academic-department 
collections with many Dewey subject divi-
sions may maintain curricular individual-
ity. Relatively exclusive use of the re-
sources in those Dewey divisions 
associated with a particular instructional 
department shows the extent to w_hich 
certain collection development requests 
will need to be considered simply on the 
basis of departmental curriculum support. 
No significant dispersion of a given num-
ber of Dewey divisions in a departmental 
curriculum-supporting collection sug-
gests the need for curricular guidelines as 
part of the collection development review 
process. The larger the number of Dewey 
divisions unshared by other instructional 
departments, the more that acquisitions 
decisions must be based upon the require-
ments of curricular programs within the 
particular instructional department. 
Column I identifies the total number of 
instructional departments using each in-
dividual instructional department's 
curriculum-supporting collection. For in-
stance, a total of fourteen teaching depart-
ments use Dewey divisions that are de-
fined as unique subject areas relating to 
the curricular programs of the social stud-
ies/anthropology department. One analy-
sis of this factor shows that books in the 
curriculum-supporting collections of cer-
tain academic departments are used not 
only to support the informational needs of 
that department's own students but also 
of other students not associated with that 
particular department. Thus, while the 
collection development selection process 
should give priority consideration to 
books that are needed to support the cur-
ricular programs of a particular instruc-
tional department, the argument favoring 
the acquisition of a given book is strength-
ened whenever it is used by patrons asso-
ciated with other departments. 
Column J identifies the dispersion range 
of the single Dewey division in each aca-
demic department collection with the 
highest range of dispersion. For instance, 
one category in the business department 
collection is also used by students associ-
ated with twelve other academic depart-
ments. While there are a number of indi-
vidual Dewey divisions that are used by 
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students associated with departments 
other than the department drawing curric-
ular support from these subject classifica-
tions, the dispersion thus reflected may be 
concentrated in only a few instructional 
departments. The figures in column J, 
however, provide information that will as-
sist in assigning relative importance to ac-
quisitions requests on the basis of general 
use. The opposite argument can then be 
made that if there are none or very few dis-
persed Dewey divisions related to a given 
academic department, acquisitions deci-
sions concerning its curriculum-
supporting collections will be almost ex-
clusively based on the importance of the 
library's support of that department's cur-
ricular program. 
To determine university-wide book-use 
relationships and departmental needs for 
library support of curricular programs in 
which students may take an academic de-
gree, circulation and collection-size data 
were further analyzed. Figure 2, Aca-
demic Collection Use Analysis, presents 
the findings of this usage investigation. 
The number of volumes in each individual 
academic department's curriculum-
supporting collection, already identified 
as the group of pertinent Dewey divi-
sional classifications, was compared to the 
library's total holdings in curriculum-
supporting collections so that the size of 
each departmental collection could be 
ranked as a percentage of the total size of 
all departmental collections. Likewise, a 
twelve-month total of circulations for each 
academic department's collection was 
compared to the library's total twelve-
month circulation of volumes from 
curriculum-supporting collections in or-
der to rank circulations from each individ-
ual academic department's collection as 
percentages of the library's total circula-
tions of curriculum-supporting volumes. 
The ratio of an academic department's 
percentage of total curriculum-supporting 
circulations to its percentage of total 
curriculum-supporting holdings provided 
a coefficient of usage, a mathematical quo-
tient reflecting the relative university-
wide patron demand for books from each 
academic department's collection. 
In a similar manner, the twelve-month 
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Key For Collection Use Analysis 
Departmental Collection 
Art 
Biology 
Business 
Education 
English 
Foreign languages 
Health and physical education 
Home economics 
Industrial education 
Library science 
Mathematics 
Music 
Physical science 
Psychology 
Social studies/anthropology 
Speech 
Health and Physical 
Education 
Home Economics 
Psychology 
Library Science 
Education 
Foreign Languages 
Mathematics 
Music 
Physical Science 
University-Wide 
Coefficient of Usage 
1.34 
0.63 
1.77 
0.84 
0.79 
0.34 
2.20 
1.33 
1.01 
0.93 
0.71 
0.74 
0.58 
2.70 
0.83 
2.03 
FIGURE2 
Academic Collection Use Analysis 
High 
(1. 81 - 5. 00) 
Art 
Social Studies/ 
Anthropology 
English 
Departmental Majors ' 
Coefficient of Usage 
2.55 
0.56 
0.51 
0.44 
4.72 
1.75 
1.73 
1.61 
0.49 
1.31 
0.84 
1.14 
0.81 
0.75 
4.15 
0.45 
totals of declared majors in each academic 
department were compared to the univer-
sity's twelve-month total of declared ma-
jors in order to rank the number of de-
clared majors in each department as a 
percentage of the year's total number of 
declared majors. The ratio of each aca-
demic department's percentage of total 
curriculum-supporting circulations to its 
percentage of total declared majors pro-
vided a coefficient of departmental ma-
jors' usage. 
By grouping departmental collections 
according to their low, standard, or high 
university-wide use and their low, stan-
dard, or high declqred majors' use, the 
cross-comparison format of figure 2 was 
generated. Departmental collections ap-
pearing midway ?P _the university-wide 
axis reflect soundly developed collections 
for which the relative use rates match the 
relative collection sizes; current acquisi-
tions and weeding policies should proba-
bly be continued in future collection de-
velopment. Departmental collections 
appearing at the bottom of the university-
wide use axis reflect overdeveloped collec-
tions for which the relative use rates are 
less than the relative collection sizes; ac-
quisitions should probably be more care-
fully screened and judicious weeding of 
unused volumes should be applied in fu-
ture collection development. Departmen-
tal collections appearing at the top of the 
university-wide use axis reflect underde-
veloped collections for which relative use 
rates are greater than relative collection 
sizes; judicious broadening of acquisitions 
policies might be considered for future 
collection development. 
On the departmental majors' use axis, 
collections appearing midway reflect stan-
dard use by declared majors in the depart-
ments listed. Collections appearing at the 
left end of the departmental majors' use 
axis indicate light use by declared majors; 
the curriculum and/or the teaching meth-
ods for the departments listed are not 
"library-intensive." Collections appear-
ing at the right end of the departmental 
majors' use axis indicate heavy use by de-
clared majors; the curriculum and/or 
teaching methods for the departments 
listed are "library-intensive." 
Review of an academic collection use 
analysis table based on circulation and 
declared-major data for any given aca-
demic library should indicate, to those re-
sponsible for collection development, the 
relative importance of the library's sup-
port of various departmental curricular 
programs in addition to the relative im-
portance of the library's support of aca- · 
demic collections showing varying de-
grees of dispersed use. The use-support 
relationships are dynamic, changing as 
university emphases change. Academic li-
brarians must keep both campus-wide 
needs and degree-program needs in mind 
as collection development decisions are 
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made. It is important to note, however, 
that figure 2 was compiled from 1982 cir-
culation data. Yet its results reinf6rce the 
use findings from the 1980 circulation data 
presented in figure 1. Thus, replication of 
the study at a different time and for differ-
ent purposes tended to support finds of 
low, standard, and high usage of groups 
of library holdings affiliated with aca-
demic departments. 
CONCLUSIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
Initial evaluation of all the above-
mentioned data made it tempting to offer 
a variety of general policy directives. 
However, it is not the purpose of this 
study to determine the minimum size of 
core collections or to specify the number of 
titles that should be acquired in any spe-
cific subject area. In both instances, such 
determinations require subjective judg-
ments from librarians, taking into account 
the existing size of the resources in a par-
ticular subject area, the level and depth of 
an instructional program, and the overall 
goals of a university. However, consider-
ation of the number of titles to be pur-
chased in a particular subject area should 
be based not only on use-related factors 
but also on the number of titles being pub-
lished in that subject area. 
First, a study of circulation patterns sug-
gests that "basic" or "core" or "essen-
tial'' collections should be developed after 
review of a number of integrally related 
use factors rather than developed around 
arbitrarily specified numbers of volumes 
per student. Analysis of the use patterns 
in c.urriculum-supporting collections 
avoids the subjectivity with which titles 
are recommended in standard library 
guides for collection development. Stan-
dard catalogs and lists of ''best books,'' al-
though published regularly and used 
widely, cannot reflect individual academic 
libraries' local use patterns and corre-
sponding patron needs as effectively as a 
faculty member's preference or a librari-
an's knowledge of actual patron use and 
of strengths and weaknesses in a particu-
lar collection. 
Circulation data also seemed to indicate 
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that certain books were being acquired in 
certain subject areas of the Dewey divi-
sions in preparation for later academic 
use. Certain collections in the low-to-
middle range of immediacy and intensity 
of use continued to show regular growth 
in acquisitions. This behavior seemed to 
indicate that some books in these collec-
tions were acquired on the basis of per-
ceived potential use, not on the basis of ac-
tual curriculum-supporting use. 
This study was structured from the out-
set to specify curriculum-supporting col-
lections that reflect closed subject areas of 
various academic departments' speciali-
zations. Use data, though, indicated sig-
nificant dispersion of volumes found in 
several so-called closed academic collec-
tions. In other words, use data seemed to 
reflect the interdisciplinary dispositions of 
academic library patrons. Initially, disper-
sion appeared to be a balancing factor that 
prevented rapid rates of obsolescence in 
collections with wide circulation among 
patrons who did not show declared ma-
jors in the departmental curricula that 
these collections support. It seems, how-
ever, that if usage is widely dispersed 
early in the library life of certain compo-
nents of a collection, then the early part of 
that collection's obsolescence sequence 
will vary greatly from the overall library 
pattern. If, on the other hand, usage is 
well dispersed throughout the entire li-
brary life of certain components of a collec-
tion, then that collection's obsolescence 
sequence will tend to correspond to the 
overalllib~ary pattern. Continued review 
of the particular dispersed components of 
a collection is necessary to verify this ob-
servation. 
Data from figure 1, the Obsolescence 
Analysis Matrix, were evaluated to deter-
mine whether or not they revealed any in-
formation valuable to the forming of col-
lection development guidelines. Column 
B, ''Year of Peak Circulation,'' showed 
the immediacy with which books in each 
academic collection circulated. Column C, 
''Rate of Peak Circulation,'' showed, in 
terms of circulations per one hundred vol-
umes, the intensity of circulations in each 
academic collection during the years iden-
tified in column B. Since the probable im-
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mediacy of need and the probable inten-
sity of use are important to the making of 
collection development decisions, these 
data were combined in figure 3, the Imme-
diacy/Intensity Table. Combined, the data 
reveal three distinct groups or communi-
ties of use: first, high intensity (110-150 
circulations per hundred, multiple circula-
tions of volumes) and first-year immedi-
acy; next, moderate to high intensity and 
first to second-year immediacy; finally, 
low to moderate intensity and first to 
third-year immediacy. Books in the de-
partmental collections making up the 
high-intensity and first-year-immediacy 
group show the earliest and heaviest use; 
therefore, priority should be assigned to 
their acquisitions when faculty or librari-
ans request them. Books in the other two 
groups show less immediate need; there-
fore, other factors would be necessary to 
encourage early acquisitions of new books 
in the subject areas comprising these de-
partmental collections. 
The dispersion data from columns G, H, 
I, and J of figure 1 were arranged to reflect 
the actual range of dispersion and rate of 
circulation of the dispersed Dewey divi-
sions within each academic curriculum-
supporting collection. Dewey divisions 
not assigned to curriculum-supporting 
collections were eliminated from this 
group so that a view of multidepartmental 
circulation of Dewey divisions with 
curriculum-supporting use could be 
framed. Such a view represents the aca-
demic institution's direct influence on 
book use. First, only those Dewey divi-
sions outside a given instructional depart-
ment's assigned collection but circulated 
by that department's majors were listed. 
Next, the total circulation by declared ma-
jors of books from collections outside each 
instructional department's curriculum-
supporting collection was tabulated for 
each department. Finally, "significant" 
dispersion was accepted to begin when-
ever an "outside-major" circulation rate 
of more than 1. 90 percent of the total circu-
lation by each department's declared ma-
jors occurred. The entire year's circulation 
figures for books in the Dewey divisions 
showing such significant dispersion of use 
could then be compared to the year's total 
circulation of books to determine the per-
cent of total library circulation for which 
each range of narrowly to widely dis-
persed subject divisions accounted. This 
comparison is reflected in figure 4, the 
Dispersion Table. Circulation of bo<;>ks in 
thirty-two of the one hundred Dewey di-
visional classifications showed both cur-
ricular support and significant dispersion. 
Books in Dewey divisions with signifi-
cantly dispersed use by majors in one or 
more departments outside the depart-
ment whose curriculum these Dewey divi-
sions support accounted for slightly more 
than 66 percent of the total library circula-
tion. In other words, two-thirds of total li-
brary use was found to stem from circula-
tion of books in one-third of the possible 
Dewey divisional classifications. 
To be certain that the circulation data, 
on which collection development recom-
mendations would be made, reflected 
user preferences not solely dictated by 
curriculum-support requirements, a final 
tabulation was made of the year's total cir-
culation grouped by patrons' declared 
major departments but without regard to 
the curricula of those departments. As 
presented in figure 5, the Circulation 
Commonality Table, this tabulation re-
flects any circulation of books by declared 
majors from all the departments making 
up one of the four broad academic discipli-
nary divisions of the university: fine arts 
and humanities; life sciences; pure and 
applied sciences; and social and behav-
ioral sciences. The tabulation was ar-
ranged to show whieh Dewey divisions 
recorded any circulation of books by ma-
jors from all departments in four, three, 
two, or one of the broad academic disci-
plines. As the Dispersion Table reflects a 
curriculum-generated core collection that 
accounts for 66 percent of book use, so the 
Circulation Commonality Table shows a 
user-generated core collection. This user-
interest core collection accounted for 
twenty of the possible one hundred De-
wey divisions and 53.5 percent of the 
year's total library circulation. Of the 
thirty-two dispersed curriculum-support-
ing Dewey divisions appearing in the Dis-
persion Table, eighteen also appear in the 
top twenty Dewey divisions reflecting 
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user interests in the Circulation Common-
ality Table. The remaining fourteen dis-
persed Dewey divisions accounted for 
15.5 percent of the year's total library cir-
culation. The user-generated collection 
and the curriculum-supporting collection 
together accounted for 69 percent of the 
year's total library circulation and thirty-
four of the one hundred Dewey divisional 
subject classifications. The well-known 
Pareto Principle, echoed in True swell's 
descriptions of the use of a library's total 
collection, seems to be. refined by this 
breakdown. Rather than 20 percent of the 
library's holdings satisfying 80 percent of 
user demand, roughly one-third of the li-
brary's subject classifications satisfied 
two-thirds of user demand. Additionally, 
the use of precisely identified subject clas-
sifications as the basic units of comparison 
in this study enables one to determine 
which one-third of the library holdings ac-
count for two-thirds of user demand. 
Within these collections is the basis for 
sound use-based collection development 
decisions. 
Reference to any of the bibliographic 
utility data bases or to a CIP can yield the 
identity of a book's Dewey decimal divi-
sional classification (or the corresponding 
Library of Congress classification). To be-
gin the process of formulating collection 
development decisions, the subject-area 
classification for each requested book 
should first be identified by the Dewey di-
visional classification. Then, reference 
should be made to the Immediacy/Inten-
sity Table (figure 3) in order to determine 
the relative priority ranking of the re-
quested books in terms of time and use. 
Next, the Dispersion Table (figure 4) and 
the Circulation Commonality Table (fig-
ure 5) should be referred to in order to de-
termine the relative priority ranking of the 
requested books in terms of curricular-
generated and user-generated dispersed 
use. Combined, all this information can be 
put into a simple Acquisition Priority 
Weighting (APW) formula to aid in the 
collection development process. The basic 
formoftheAPWisAPW =[I+ I]+ [ + D] 
+ [C]; it is a sum of ranking values as-
signed to the position of a book's 
curriculum-supporting collection and 
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Dewey divisional classification on the Im-
mediacy/Intensity, Dispersion, and Circu-
lation Commonality tables. 
The horizontal columns of the Immedi-
acy/Intensity Table refer to the year in 
which peak usage occurred in a given aca-
demic collection. The vertical columns 
identify circulations per hundred books 
within the same academic collections~ All 
Dewey divisional classifications in each 
academic department's collections are 
uniformly assigned a priority value based 
on the whole collection's immediacy and 
intensity ranking. First-, second-, and 
third-year peak usage are given rankings 
of 3, 2, or 1 respectively. Circulations per 
hundred are given rankings from 0 to 1 to 
reflect their circulation ratios; collections 
with peak circulations per hundred of 40, 
60, and 110, for example, are given rank-
ings of 0.4, 0.6, and 1.1 respectively. The 
sum of each department's year-of-peak-
usage ranking and its rate-of-peak-usage 
ranking will comprise the Immediacy/In-
tensity [I + I] factor in acquisitions prioriti-
zation. For example, second year peak us-
age at 50 circulations per hundred would 
be prioritized thus: 2 + 0.5 = 2.5. 
The next component of the APW for-
mula is the Dispersion [1 + D] factor. 
Books in subject-area classifications with 
no dispersed use, in other words, with 
only major-department use, are assigned 
a dispersion factor of 1 to reflect one-
department use. Books in subject-area 
classifications showing use by two or 
more departments are given priority rank-
ing values by adding the major-
department dispersion factor (1) to the 
product of values assigned to the ''Percent 
of Total Library Circulation" and "Range 
of Departments Using Dispersed Dewey 
Divisional Classifications" categories. A 
value of 1 is assigned to the ''High Circula-
tion" category; 0.75, 0.50, and 0.25 re-
spectively are assigned to the ''Moderate 
to High,'' ''Low to Moderate,'' and 
"Low" circulation categories, the hori-
zontal columns of the Dispersion Table. 
The vertical columns of this table, reflect-
ing ranges of dispersion, are given values 
of 1, 2, 3, and 4 for "Low," "Low to Mod-
erate,'' ''Moderate to High,'' and ''High'' 
dispersion respectively. Thus, a book 
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from a subject classification in ''Low to 
Moderate Circulation" and "Moderate to 
High Dispersion'' would be prioritized 1 
+ (.75 X 3) = 3.25. 
The third component of the APW for-
mula is the Circulation Commonality [ C] 
factor. Dewey divisional classifications 
appearing in the categories of one, two, 
three, or four broad-academic-discipline 
circulation receive priority values of 1, 2, 
3, and 4 respectively. Books classified in 
the 720, a Dewey division appearing in the 
two-academic-discipline circulation group 
on the Circulation Commonality Table, 
would receive a priority ranking factor of 
2. 
The formula, then, for each requested 
book's APW (acquisition priority weight) 
is as follows: 
APW = [Value of Peak Usage Year+ Peak 
Number of Books Circulated per 100 
Acquired/100] 
+ [1 + (Value of Library Circulation 
Rank x Value of Dispersion 
Range Rank)] 
+ [Value of Circulation Commonality 
Rank] 
Thus, books appearing in the Dewey di-
visional subject classification 650 would be 
prioritized in the following manner: 
APW650 = [3 + 140/100) + [1 + (.75 x 4)) + [4) 
= 4.14 + 4 + 4 
= 12.14 
To determine the usefulness or applica-
bility of the APW formula at libraries other 
than the William Allen White Library of 
Emporia State University, a Spearman 
Rank Order Correlation (rho) test was 
conducted to compare the use patterns of 
the Emporia State University, Bucknell 
University, Colorado State University, 
and University of Pittsburgh libraries. In 
collection sizes, these university libraries 
range from 400,000 to 600,000 volumes 
(Emporia State and Bucknell) to over 
1,000,000 volumes (Colorado State) to 
over 2,000,000 volumes (Pittsburgh). Ac-
cording to the Spearman Rank Order Cor-
relation test, the use-pattern correlation 
between the Emporia State library and 
each of the other libraries is significant. 
(See appendix B for each individual corre-
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Dewey Divisions Showing Any Circulation 
By Majors From All Departments In All Four 
Academic Disciplines 
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Dewey Divisions Showing Any Circulation 
By Majors From All Departments In· Three 
Academic Disciplines 
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150 Psychology 390 Home Economics 
300 Social Studies/ Anthropology 620 [No Curricular Program) 
330 Business 640 Home Economics 
360 Social Studies/ Anthropology 810 English 
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130 Psychology 
380 Social Studies/ Anthropology 
500 Physical Science 
510 Mathematics 
530 Physcial Science 
540 Physical Science 
510 Biology 
580 Biology 
590 Biology 
660 [No Curricular Program) 
690 Industrial Education 
750 Art 
780 Music 
800 English 
940 Social Studies/ Anthropology 
Fed Gov' t Doc [No Curricular Program) 
FIGURE 5 
Circulation Commonality Table 
lation value.) This significant correlation 
supports the hypothesis that use patterns 
are generally applicable. Emporia State 
University's APW values for the one hun-
dred Dewey divisions should be broadly 
consistent with other universities' APW 
values for similar subject classifications. 
(See appendix C for Dewey to LC conver-
sion of subject classifications pertaining to 
academic departments.) Curricular differ-
ences may slightly alter individual APW 
values, but within the high, middle, and 
low groups of APW values, the same sub-
ject classifications should appear, accord-
ing to the Spearman correlations. (See ap-
pendix D for the APW values of the one 
hundred Dewey divisions for Emporia 
State University based on 1980 circulation 
data and curricular offerings.) 
Admittedly, there would be weaknesses 
in using any formula indiscriminately. 
However, the APW formula provides 
quantifiable rationale that would be useful 
in the often subjective process of making 
collection development decisions . The 
APW formula rests on the assumption 
that various types of use are identifiable 
and that use justifies collection develop-
ment, with heavier use in certain areas 
justifying heavier acquisitions in those ar-
eas. Used widely and adapted to the cur-
ricular programs of an individual univer-
sity, the APW formula can provide 
objective guidelines for the bulk of collec-
tion development decisions, decisions 
that must fit the most useful books re-
quested into limited acquisitions budgets. 
As a refinement of Pareto's Principle 
and Trueswell's 80/20 rule, the circulation 
commonality and dispersion analyses 
showed that over 50 percent of a year's to-
tal library circulation is reflected in 20 per-
cent of the Dewey divisional classifica-
tions, and 69 percent of a year's total 
library circulation is reflected in 34 percent 
of the Dewey divisional classifications. 
Appendix E presents a possible method of 
applying such findings to the budgetary 
considerations necessary in collection de-
velopment. Using the total of the APW 
values computed from William Allen 
White Library circulation records at Em-
poria State University, one may ascertain 
a relative potential-use factor by dividing 
each APW value by the total of all APW 
values and multiplying the result by 100. 
The resulting percentage demonstrates 
the relative use an acquisition in a given 
Dewey divisional classification might rea-
sonably be expected to ·have. 
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If academic libraries carefully follow 
prioritized potential-use patterns in dis-
pensing their book budgets-proportion-
ately allotting the first half of available 
funds to those subject areas showing the 
first half of expected book use, allotting 
the first two-thirds of available funds to 
subject areas showing the first two-_thirds 
of expected book use, and so forth-then 
sound collections can be developed in 
support of local-use patterns and demon-
strated patron needs. 
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APPENDIX B: SPEARMAN RANK ORDER CORRELATION 
A Spearman Rank Order Correlation (rho) test and at-test were conducted to determine the con-
stancy of circulation patterns at four academic libraries. The curriculum-supporting Dewey divisional 
classifications were grouped according to the primary instructional departments they serve and then 
ranked according to the percentage of total library circulation that they accounted for. Comparisons 
were made between subject area classifications at Emporia State University and three other schools: 
Bucknell, Colorado State University, and the University of Pittsburgh. After the comparisons were 
made, the subject-area classifications were grouped according to the departmental curriculum-
supporting alignment at Emporia State. Then, based on individual subject-area circulation figures 
from the other schools, rankings were made according to each departmental group's percentage of 
total library circulation. The rank order correlations between circulations of subject-area classifications 
aligned by individual instructional departments at Emporia State and three other schools are illus-
trated below. The University of Pittsburgh's system of reporting circulation by subject areas made it 
necessary to use broader bases of comparison between Emporia State and Pittsburgh than the depart-
mental bases otherwise compared. 
SPEARMAN RANK ORDER CORRELATION and T-TEST: 
Emporia State University and 
Bucknell University 
Emporia State University and 
Colorado State University 
Emporia State University and 
University of Pittsburgh 
rho = 0.645; t = 3.158 
(significant at P ~ .01) 
rho = 0.688; t = 3.457 
(significant at P ~ .01) 
rho = 0.845; t = 4.74 
(significant at P~ .01) 
Therefore, all correlations show a probability of significant rank order correspondence at levels of 99 
percent or more. 
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APPENDIX C: DEWEY TO LC CONVERSION CHART 
DEPARTMENT DDC SUBJECT AREAS LC DEPARTMENT DDC SUBJECT AREAS LC 
Art 700 The Arts CJ Home 390 Customs, Etiquette, GR 
730 Fine & decorative N Economics Folklore 
740 Plastic arts, sculpture NB 640 Home Economics GT 
750 Drawing NC TT950-TT999 
760 Painting & paintings ND TX 
Graphic arts NE 
Printmaking & prints NK Industrial 600 Technology NA 
NX Education Buildings 
TT1-TT160 670 Manufactures Tl-T53 
TT697-TT924 Civic & landscape art 
680 Architecture T201-T995 
Biology 570 Life Sciences GN49-GN296 690 Til 
580 Physical Anthropology QH3Ql-QH67l 710 TS1-TS154 
590 Biology QK 720 TS195-TS1982 
Physiology QL TS222Q-TS2283 
Microbiology QP TT161-TT267 
Botanical Sciences QR TT387-TT695 
Zoological Sciences Z48 
610* Medical Sciences R Zll6-Z276 
RB-RG 
R.J-RM Library 000 Generalities AE 
RS-RT Science Library & Information 
RV 010 Science AG 
RX 020 AI 
RZ 030 AM 
040 AN 
Business 330 Economic s HB1-HB847 050 AP 
340 Labor HB37ll-HB3840 060 AS 
650 Financial HC 070 AY. 
Land HD 080 AZ 
Cooperatives HF5001-HF6191 090 CD921-CD4279 
HG 'PN4699-PN565Q 
· Public finance K Q300-Q385 
International economics KD Zl-Z39 
Production KE Z278-Z8999 
Macroeconomics KF I Mathe- 1 510 I Mathematics Law QH75-QH77 QA 
Management T55 .4-T60 matics 
Z43-Z45 I Music 1780 1 Music Z49-Zl04 M ML 
. This subject area(s) supported no curricular program in MT 
this study. 
DEPARTMENT DDC SUBJECT AREAS LC DEPARTMENT DDC SUBJECT AREAS LC 
Education 370 Education L-LH Physical 500 Pure Sciences CE 
w Science Natural History 
LT 520 Microscopy GA 
Astronoaiy 
English 400 Language CN 530 Physics GB40Q-GB2998 
410 Linguistics Pl-P86 Chemistry 
420 Literature Pl01-P900 540 Geology GC 
800 PE Meteorology 
810 PN1-PN1551 550 General Hydrology Ql-Q299 
820 PN160Q-PN1999 Paleontology 
PN3311-PN4500 560 Paleozoology QA 
PN6011-PN6790 QII-QE 
PR QH1-QH74 
PS QH201-QH278 
Zl05-Zll5 620* TA 
Fiction PZ TC 
TF-TG 
Foreign 430 Foreign languages P901-Pl081 TJ-TL 
Languages 440 and literature TN 
450 PA 630* S-SK 
460 TS212Q-TS2159 
470 PB TT30Q-TT385 
480 660* TP 
490 PC no• TR 
830 I Psychology I ~~~ I Psychology 840 PD BF 
850 
860 PF 
870 
Social 100 Philosophy and related B-BD 880 PG 
890 Studies/ 110 disciplines BH-BJ 
PH Anthro- 120 Metaphysics 
PJ-PH pology 140 Cosmology 
PQ 160 Aesthetics 
PT 170 Ethics 
I 
180 Logic 
Health & 610 Medical Sciences GV 190 
Physical 790 Recreation QH 200- Religion BL-BX 
Education RA421-RA954 290 
RA1001-RA1270 300- Social Sciences H-HA 320 
. Books related to physical education programs only . Pol)u.lation Demography HB848-HB3700 
* This subject area(a) supported no curricular prograa in 
this study . 
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APPENDIX C, CONTINUED 
DEPARTMENT 
Social 
Studies/ 
Anthro-
pology 
Speech 
DOC 
350 
360 
380 
901)... 
990 
Portion 
of 000 
Portion 
of 790 
SUBJECT AREAS 
Political Science 
Public Administration 
Military art & science 
Social problem services 
association 
Commerce, Communications, 
Trar;sportation 
History & Geography 
Coaa:ounication 
Performing Arts 
LC 
HE,HF1-HF2701 
HJ-HX 
RA5-RA41Q 
RA960-RA99B 
T54-T55 
J-JX 
U-UH 
V-VM 
c-cc 
CD1-CD920 
CR-CT 
D-DX 
E-G 
GB1-GB399 
GB5000-GB5030 
GN700-GN875 
Z4l-Z42 
P87-P96 
PN1560-PN1590 
PN200D-PN3299 
APPENDIX 15: ACQUISITION PRIORITY WEIGHTING (APW) 
This appendix provides APW (acquisition priority weighting) values for the one hundred Dewey 
second-level divisions based on the analyses of book circulation and curriculum offerings at Emporia 
State University in calendar-year 1980. These values can be used for relative comparisons to support 
subjective judgments in collection development decisions. Even though a Spearman Rank Order Cor-
relation (rho) test shows significant statistical correlation between the rank ordering of Dewey divi-
sional circulation at Emporia State and at three other universities, other academic libraries interested 
in using this formula may want to develop an immediacy/intensity table, a dispersion table, and a 
circulation commonality table based on the specific curricular structure and emphasis of their own 
universities . Individual academic library rankings of immediacy and intensity of use, dispersion of 
use, and commonality of use would not help verify the findings of the Emporia State University analy-
sis but also would provide individual academic libraries with directly applicable data tailored to partic-
ular universities. 
RANKED BY 
DEIIEY 
DIVISIONS 
000 - 4.85 
010 - 4.6 
020 - 4.6 
030 - 4 . 6 
050 - 4.6 
060- 4.6 
070 - 4.6 
080 - 4.6 
090 - 4.6 
100- 3.5 
!10- 3.5 
120 - 3. 5 
130 - 6.3 
140 - 3.5 
150 - 10.8 
160 - 3.5 
170 - 3.5 
180 - 3.5 
190 - 3.5 
200 - 3.5 
210 - 3.5 
220 - 3.5 
230 - 3.5 
240 - 3.5 
250 - 3.5 
RANKED BY 
APW 
FORIIULA 
12.4 - 650 
10.8 - 150 
10 . 4 - 330 
10.4 - F 
9.6 - 370 
9.5 - 300 
9. 2 - 610 
9.2 - 790 
9.0 - 360 
8.45 - 390 
8.45 - 640 
7. 7 - 740 
7.5 - 970 
7.1 - 620 
6. 9 - 810 
6.35 - 720 
6.3 - 130 " 
6.2 - 750 
5. 75 - 510 
5 .75- 910 
5.75- 290 
5.65 - 340 
5.45 - 730 
5 .35 - 690 
5.2 - 700 
RANKED BY RANKED BY 
DEIIEY APW 
DIVISIONS FOR!IULA 
260 - 3.5 5.2 - 760 
270- 3.75 5.2 -770 
280- 3.5 5.0 - 780 
290 - 5. 7 5 4. 9 - 820 
300 - 9.5 4.85 - 630 
310 - 3. 5 4. 85 - 660 
320 - 4. 5 4 . 85 - 000 
330- 10.4 4.75- 380 
340- 5.65 4.75- 940 
350 - 3. 5 4. 6 - 010 
360 - 9.0 4.6 -. 020 
370- 9.6 4.6 - 030 
380- 4.75 4.6 - 050 
390- 8.45 4.6 - 060 
400- 2.4 4.6 - 070 
410 - 2.4 4.6 - 080 
420- 2.4 4.6 - 090 
430- 3.3 4.5 - 320 
440 - 3. 3 4 . 35 - 6 70 
450- 3.3 4.1 - 600 
460- 3.3 4 .1 - 680 
470 - 3.3 4.1 - 710 
480 - 3.3 3 . 85 - 500 
490 - 3. 3 3.85 - 530 
500 - 3.85 3.85 - 540 
RANKED BY RANKED BY 
DEIIEY APW 
DIVISIONS FORIIULA 
510 - 5. 7 5 3. 85 - 580 
520 - 2.6 3. 75 - 270 
530- 3 .85 3.65 - 800 
540 - 3. 85 3.6 - 570 
550 - 2. 6 3. 6 - 590 
560 - 2 . 6 3.5 - 100 
570- 2.6 3.5 - 110 
580- 3.85 3.5 - 120 
590 - 3. 6 3. 5 - 140 
600- 4.1 3.5 - 160 
610 - 9.2 3.5 - 170 
620 - 7 .1 3. 5 - 180 
630- 4.85 3.5 - 190 
640- 8.45 3.5 - 200 
650 - 12. 4 3. 5 - 210 
660- 4.85 3.5 - 220 
670- . 4.35 3.5 - 230 
680 - 4 .1 3. 5 - 240 
690 - 4 .1 3. 5 - 250 
700 - 5.2 3.5 - 260 
710 - 4.1 3.5 - 280 
720- 6.35 3.5 - 310 
730 - 5.45 3.5 - 350 
740- 7.7 3.5 - 900 
750 - 6.2 3 . 5 - 920 
RANKED BY 
DEWEY 
DIVISIONS 
760- 7.6 
770 - 7. 7 
780 - 5.0 
790- 9.2 
800- 3.6 
810 - 6. 9 
820 - 4.9 
830- 3.3 
840 - 3. 3 
850 - 3. 3 
860- 3.3 
870 - 3.3 
880 - 3. 3 
890 - 3. 3 
900- 3.5 
910 - 5. 75 
920 - 3.5 
930 - 3.5 
940- 4.75 
950 "- 3. 5 
960 - 3.5 
970 - 7.5 
980 - 3.5 
990 - 3.5 
F - 10.4 
RANKED BY 
APW 
FORIIULA 
3.5 - 930 
3.5 - 950 
3. 5 - 960 
3.5 - 980 
3.5 - 990 
3. 3 - 430 
3.3 - 440 
3. 3 - 450 
3.3 - 460 
3.3 - 470 
3.3 - 480 
3.3 - 490 
3.3 - 830 
3.3 - 840 
3.3 - 850 
3. 3 - 860 
3.3 - 870 
3. 3 - 880 
3.3 - 890 
2.6 - 520 
2.6 - 550 
2.6 - 560 
2.4 - 400 
2.4 - 410 
2.4 - 420 
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APPENDIX E: POTENTIAL USE OF PERCENTAGES 
(APW VA LUES TOTAL OF 475.35 100%) 
650 2.61 760 1.09 580 .81 930 . 74 
150 2. 27 770 1.09 270 .79 950 .74 
330 2.19 780 1.05 800 .77 960 .74 
F 2.19 820 1.03 570 . 76 980 • 74 
370 2.02 630 1.02 590 . 76 990 .74 
300 2.00 660 1.02 100 .74 430 .69 
610 1.94 000 1.02 110 .74 440 .69 
790 1. 94 380 1.00 120 .74 450 .69 
360 1.89 940 1.00 140 .74 460 .69 
390 1. 78 010 .97 160 . 74 470 .69 
640 1.78 020 .97 170 .74 480 .69 
740 1.62 030 . 97 180 . 74 490 .69 
970 1.58 050 . 97 190 . 74 830 .69 
620 1.49 060 . 97 200 .74 840 .69 
810 1.45 070 . 97 210 . 74 850 .69 
720 1.34 080 .97 220 . 74 860 .69 
130 1.33 090 .97 230 .74 870 .69 
750 1.30 320 .95 240 .74 880 .69 
510 1.21 670 .92 250 .74 890 .69 
910 1. 21 600 .86 260 .74 520 .55 
290 1. 21 680 .86 280 .74 550 .55 
340 1.19 710 .86 310 .74 560 .55 
730 1.15 500 .81 350 .74 400 .so 
690 1.13 530 .81 900 .74 410 .so 
700 1.09 540 .81 920 . 74 420 .50 
Evaluation of a 
Self-Paced Bibliographic 
Instruction Course 
Maria R. Sugraii.es and James A. Neal 
Procedures used to evaluate the instructional effectiveness of the materials and methods imple-
mented in a self-paced credit course in library skills are discussed in this paper. The assessment 
strategies used include: multiple-choice assignments, an end-of-course test, and an attitudinal 
survey. The assessment was aided by computerized evaluation procedures available from Cali-
fornia State University at Long Beach. Results seem to indicate that the instructional treat-
ment contributed to (1) successful completion of the assignments after consultation with an 
instructional librarian, (2) a rise in test scores as measured by the administration of a pre- and 
posttest instrument, and (3) manifestation of positive student attitudes abut the course. 
rogram evaluation is a key com-
ponent of instructional design. 
Formative evaluation is the pro-
cess of collecting and using data 
that will enable managers to make deci-
sions for improvement of an educational 
program. 1 Evaluation is often the most ne-
glected aspect of an instructional design 
because extensive planning is required 
and because evaluation techniques are 
perceived as complex, time-consuming, 
and generally difficult to implement. 
Sometimes evaluation is seen as a cumber-
some exercise that culminates not in use-
ful data but in voluminous reports few 
have time to read. There is also an inher-
ent risk in evaluation since the results ob-
tained may fail to prove conclusively the 
effectiveness of a program or study. 
At the University Library, California 
State University, Long Beach, we were 
presented with the opportunity of design-
ing a new library instruction course. At an 
early stage in program development, it 
was decided to include evaluation as a ma-
jor component of the instructional plan. 
Our objectives were to continuously eval-
uate the instructional materials used, to 
assess patterns of students' library skills 
growth, and to quantify student attitudes 
about the library and the course. The ulti-
mate aim of the process was to revise and 
update our materials, methods, and re-
sources in order to promote program ef-
fectiveness. The following are the results 
of a study reviewing our first-year efforts 
in implementing this new course. 
DESCRIPTION OF COURSE 
In the fall semester of 1981, the Univer-
sity Library began implementing the li-
brary skills component of University 100, 
a one unit course, entitled "The Univer-
sity in Your Future." University 100 was 
designed as a graduation requirement for 
all freshmen and transfer sophomore stu-
dents entering the university in the fall of 
1981 and in subsequent semesters. The 
course consists of three components: his-
tory and mission of the university, career 
planning, and library skills. The library 
component is designed as a self-paced 
course; the other components follow the 
traditional classroom lecture methodol-
Maria R. Sugraiies is assistant librarian and James A. Neal is user seroices manager, both of California State 
University-Long Beach. 
444 
Self-Paced Bibliographic Instruction Course 445 
ogy. Enrollment in the course numbered 
approximately twelve hundred students 
during the fall 1981 semester and fifteen 
hundred · students in the spring 1982 se-
mester. 
To fulfill the requirements of the library 
component, students must read a-library 
instruction workbook, complete four 
multiple-choice assignments that are de-
signed to assess student competency in 
the instructional objectives of the course, 
and pass a thirty-question, multiple-
choice test. Students are assigned to one 
of three five-week periods during the se-
mester in which to complete their work. 
There are final deadlines for turning in all 
assignments and for testing, but there are 
no intermediate deadlines during the five-
week period. 
The workbook, which is available at the 
university bookstore, consists of ten chap-
ters that include: (1) a tour of the library 
and information on locating materials in 
the library, (2) a review of basic reference 
sources, such as encyclopedias and the 
card catalog, (3) periodical and newspaper 
indexes, and (4) biographical and book re-
view sources and an introduction to the 
development of a search strategy. 
At the end of each chapter of the work-
book, the student is instructed to com-
plete a set of multiple-choice questions. 
The questions are printed on four optically 
scannable Scantron answer sheets that are 
custom designed to include the questions 
on the left side of the page. Each Scantron 
assignment contains the questions from as 
many as two or three workbook chapters. 
There are twenty alternate forms of each 
of the four assignments. This is to prevent 
many students from having to access the 
same reference sources used in the assign-
ments and to discourage collaboration. 
Students complete an assignment and 
turn it in to be corrected at the Center for 
Bibliographic Instruction. There, two cler-
ical assistants machine score and record 
the students' assignments within forty-
eight hours. Students who miss more 
than a predetermined number of ques-
tions must correct their mistakes to receive 
credit for the assignment. Reference li-
brarians are scheduled in the center forty-
one hours per week to provide one-to-one 
consultation and explain problem areas 
students missed on their first reading of 
the workbook. 
After students have successfully com-
pleted the four assignments, they may 
sign up to take the end-of-course test, 
which is given at regularly scheduled 
times every day the center is open. To pass 
the test, which is available in two forms, 
students must answer correctly twenty of 
the thirty questions on the test. Students 
who fail the test attend a review session 
given by a librarian and later retake a dif-
ferent form of the test. Students who fail 
again must receive further remediation 
and are given a search strategy assign-
ment that consists of applications of the 
skills on which they were previously 
tested. Thus, every student attempting 
the library component will, given time 
and remediation, pass the course. 
EVALUATION STRATEGIES 
In order to validate the instructional ma-
terials used in the program and to begin to 
evaluate overall program effectiveness, 
three assessment strategies were devised: 
1. Tabulation of the number of students 
receiving credit on the assignments 
on first attempt. 
2. Assessment and monitoring of stu-
dent performance on a criterion-
referenced, end-of-course test. 
3. Administration of a survey designed 
to measure students' attitudes to-
ward the course. 
Assessment of Completion 
Rate of Assignments 
Each of the four research-skills assign-
ments covering two or three chapters of 
the workbook contain up to twenty 
multiple-choice questions. Figure 1 con-
tains a sample of typical questions used. 
Students generally receive credit for an as-
signment if they miss less than four or five 
questions. Some questions, however, test 
basic competencies that must be mastered 
before more advanced skills can be 
learned. Such questions, as one requiring 
students to identify subject tracings on a 
catalog card, are weighted, and students 
missing even one weighted "key" ques-
tion are not given credit on the assign-
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Use Biography Index to find a periodical article about ROGER LABRUSSE published between Septem-
ber 1952 and August 1955. What is the name of the periodical in which you can find an article about this 
person? Select tne first if more than one is listed. 
a. United States News and World Reports 
b . French Spy 
c. United Nations Bulletin 
d. People 
To locate infQrmation on the issues in a current State Assembly election in Los Angeles County you 
would consult 
a. periodical indexes c. newspaper indexes 
b. biographical indexes d . book review indexes 
Look up REALISM in Art Index for November 1975-0ctober 1976. What is the complete citation for the 
first article listed under this topic? 
a. Hillingford saga, F. G. Roe, bibl f il Connoisseur 190:50-5 S '75 
b. Photo ~ealism: post-modernist illusionism. L. Chase. bibl f il por Art Int 20:14-27 Mr-Ap '76 
c. Barkley Hendricks and his figurative drama. D. Mangan. il (pt. col) Am Artist 40:34-9+ ]1 '76 
d. WPA & social realism. A. Werner. il (inc. cover) Art & Artists 10:24-310 '75 
If you have not found materials in the card catalog by using the search terms you have identified you 
should 
a. browse through the reference collection for additional sources 
b. check the Library of Congress Subject Headings for additional subject headings 
c. go back to the encyclopedia for ideas 
d. change your topic 
FIGURE 1 
Sample Research Skills Assignments 
ment. Some students are initially resent-
ful of the grading system; however, they 
soon understand the rationale of this 
rather strict grading policy. When que-
ried, they agree that this policy and there-
sulting consultation with a librarian better 
prepare them for the rest of the assign-
ments and the final test. 
During the fall1981 semester, 50 percent 
of the students received "no credit" on 
the first assignment (library tour, call 
numbers, locating materials in the li-
brary), 43 percent received "no credit" on 
the second assignment (encyclopedias, 
card catalog), 51 percent failed the third 
assignment (periodical and newspaper in-
dexes), and 85 percent did not receive 
credit on the fourth assignment (bio-
graphical and book review sources, search 
strategy). Although the percentages differ 
a bit, the pattern of success and failure was 
repeated by the spring 1982 students (see 
figure 2). 
In analyzing student performance, with 
the exception of the fourth assignment, it 
is important to note that more than 50 per-
cent of the students could not meet the cri-
terion without the assistance of a librarian/ 
instructor. The high failure rate could be 
attributed in part to the rigorous grading 
system. However, their apparent lack of 
mastery of the material should be a warn-
ing against total reliance on self-paced ma-
terials as a primary instructional strategy. 
A great deal of care should be taken so 
that, regardless of the possible effective-
ness of the instructional materials, self-
paced instruction will offer more than 
''correspondence course'' methodology. 
Librarian-student consultations yielded 
valuable information for revisions of the 
assignments and the workbook. A log-
book was kept where observations and 
comments could be noted; review ses-
sions and discussions among librarians of-
ten took place, particularly during the first 
semester of implementation. 
Librarian and student feedback as well 
as assignment results showed that the 
fourth assignment covering biographical 
and book review sources and search strat-
egy was very troublesome. The problem 
was isolated to several questions on 
search strategy. The high failure rate on 
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Assignments Percent of students receiving No Credit 
FALL 1981 SPRING 1982 
1 5'0 44 
2 43 34 
3 51 45 
4 85 79 
Assignment 1: Tour of library and location information. 
Assignment 2: Encyclopedias and card catalog. 
Assignment 3: Periodical and newspaper indexes. 
Assignment 4: Biographical and book review sources; search 
strategy. 
FIGURE2 
Assessment of Student Success/Failure on First Attempt at Assignments 
this assignment prompted the restruc-
turing of the search strategy chapter in the 
next edition of the workbook and the revi-
sion of all the search strategy assignment 
questions. 
End-of-Course Test 
The major measure of student perfor-
mance is a thirty-question, multiple-
choice-test instrument. It is a criterion-
referenced test containing questions de-
signed to measure the specific 
instructional objectives of the course. The 
test items were created by a team of three 
librarians who are very active in the li-
brary's bibliographic instruction program. 
Two equivalent forms of the test were de-
signed. Many items contain identical base 
questions that only differ by the inclusion 
of varying examples: 
To locate critical evaluations of (book title) writ-
ten by (author), you should consult a/an 
a. encyclopedia 
b. book review index 
c. periodical 
d. biographical index 
This technique helps to prevent collabora-
tion and at the same time helps to main-
tain equivalence of test forms. 
The test items range from items requir-
ing the use of basic skills to identify parts 
of a periodical index citation, to more com-
plex items that require both recall and 
analysis. For example: 
The French people elected Fran<;ois Mitterrand 
as their new president in May 1981; this re-
sulted in various governmental changes. 
Where would you expect to find the most infor-
mation on this topic? 
a. encyclopedias 
b . periodicals 
c. books 
d. almanacs 
Functionally identical items appear in 
the same position on both test forms. Sets 
of three to ten items compose subtests of 
the test. These seven subtests-periodical 
indexes, function of reference sources, call 
numbers, card catalog, encyclopedias, 
evaluating sources, and search strategy-
closely parallel the workbook chapters 
and the competency areas addressed in 
the course. 
Scoring of the test results and evalua-
tion of the instrument is facilitated by ser-
vices provided by the Test Office and the 
Data Processing Department of the uni-
versity. Once a week, our office submits a 
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batch of National Computer System 
(NCS) answer sheets to the Test Office. 
The answer sheets are scanned and the 
data are transmitted via tape to the univer-
sity computer where a statistical program 
_processes the information. The result is a 
complete testing report that includes: 
1. Alphabetical listing by students' last 
names giving their scores. 
2. List of wrong answers given by each 
student. 
3. Scores listed by students' social secu-
rity numbers. 
4. Alphabetical list by student name of 
subtest scores and number of ques-
tions missed in specific subtests of 
the test: card catalog, search strat-
egy, etc. 
5. Item analysis of each question, in-
cluding difficulty index and point bi-
serial coefficient. 
6. Histogram of total scores. 
7. The mean, standard deviation, stan-
dard error of measurement, and the 
Kuder-Richardson (KR-20) for the 
test. 
The detailed information obtained from 
the testing reports, allowed us to identify 
troublesome questions, assist students in 
remediation sessions by checking the 
items they missed and the subtests they 
were weak in, maintain accurate records 
of the students' course completion status, 
post student scores listed by social secu-
rity number, and generally monitor stu-
dents' performance. 
One of the most frequently used reports 
was the printout describing each stu-
dent's performance in the different sub-
tests of the test. The subtest report al-
lowed the librarian reviewing the test with 
students who did not initially pass it to di-
agnose more effectively the source of the 
student's difficulty and to prescribe ap-
ITEM LOW27% 
November 1983 
propriate remedial instruction. In addi-
tion, the student performance data on the 
different subtests of the test enabled us to 
focus on possible areas of revision both in 
the test itself and in the assignments and 
workbook chapters. For example, the ma-
jority of the students did best on the peri-
odical index sU:btest, which contains ques-
tions similar to ones previously asked in 
the assignments. Since 50 percent of the 
students had received "no credit" on the 
periodical index assignment, we could 
conclude that the librarian-student con-
sultations had a positive effect. On the 
other hand, the search strategy subtest 
was the area where students consistently 
exhibited the most problems. Given that 
more than 80 percent of the students failed 
the search strategy assignment, the poor 
results were less than a surprise. How-
ever, librarians spent many consultation 
hours explaining the search strategy chap-
ter, apparently with little success. It is this 
type of evaluative information that al-
lowed us to make decisions for revision of 
our instructional materials. Although re-
visions were needed for the periodical in-
dexes materials, a complete restructuring 
was necessary for the search strategy 
chapter. 
Item analysis information consists of 
student-performance data on each of the 
test questions. Figure 3 illustrates a por-
tion of a sample item analysis report. For 
each question, the report shows the per-
centage of students who answered the 
question correctly and scored in the bot-
tom 27 percent or top 27 percent of the 
sample, and the discrimination index, 
which is the difference between the two 
percentages. The point biserial correla-
tion, a statistic that measures the relation-
ship of the question to the total score, is 
also computed. 
HI27% DISCRIM POINT 
NUMBER %RIGHT %RIGHT INDEX BISERIAL 
6 55 99 44 .42 
7 56 94 38 .37 
8 15 23 8 .05 
FIGURE 3 
Excerpt from Sample Item Analysis Report 
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The item analysis reports are useful be-
cause troublesome questions can be iso-
lated by reviewing the key statistics. One 
question, which we later discarded, re-
quired the identification of a type of cata-
log card, a sample of which was illustrated 
in the test. The question had a .05 point bi-
serial and a discrimination index of 8. In 
reviewing the test with students, the 
source of the problem became clear. Theil-
lustration was a title card that contained a 
one-word title heading. Students could 
not match the one-word heading with the 
title and subtitle of the book as it appeared 
in the body of the card. 
Although close attention should be paid 
to the discrimination index and point bi-
serial statistics, their significance may be 
questioned when analyzing criterion-
referenced testing instruments. In review-
ing the item analysis reports, we noticed 
that there were quite a few questions with 
low discrimination indexes. A question 
that required students to identify the cor-
rect volume number of a journal article in a 
sample Readers' Guide entry had a discrim-
ination index of 4: 96 percent of the bottom 
27 percent of the students answered it cor-
rectly, and 100 percent of the top 27 per-
cent of the students also answered it cor-
rectly. In other words, the question did 
not discriminate between the top and bot-
tom students since their responses did no~ 
vary. What exactly then is the significance 
of this measurement? Either the question 
is too easy since nearly all the students an-
swered it correctly, or practically every 
student understood the concept and met 
the criterion specified. 
A criterion-referenced test by definition 
attempts to measure students' mastery of 
specified objectives. 2 The better the in-
structional treatment, the larger the num-
ber of students attaining mastery. Accord-
ing toW. James Popham, an authority on 
criterion-referenced tests, "The result of 
increased mastery, of course, is decreased 
response variance, " 3 thus, the low dis-
crimination index. 
In our program, we are committed to 
helping students master at least 60 percent 
of the instructional competencies speci-
fied. As such, the low discrimination in-
dexes are valuable statistics, but not nee-
essarily for their usually intended 
purpose. However, this example points 
out a real concern in criterion-referenced 
test construction; namely, to what degree 
should questions be designed to measure 
mastery as opposed to discriminating be-
tween thoughtful and less-thoughtful stu-
dents? The test to be used in the 1982-83 
academic year will contain many of the 
same "nondiscriminating" questions 
since our goal is student mastery of speci-
fied competencies, and creating variance 
is not the chief concern of criterion-
referenced testing4 and competency-
based instruction. However, a number of 
instructional objectives require analysis 
and synthesis. The questions that test stu-
dents' mastery of those objectives have 
been sharpened to demand a higher level 
application of critical thinking skills. 
Needless to say, students' performance 
on these questions will be closely moni-
tored and reviewed. 
The test results have been, on the 
whole, quite gratifying. The criterion for 
passing was set at a minimum of twenty 
out of thirty possible questions. Ninety 
percent of the students passed on their 
first attempt in the fall 1981 and spring 
1982 semesters. Statistical measures for 
both test administrations are outlined in 
figure 4. 
The administration of the test during the 
two semesters yielded similar results. The 
mean or average scores show an inconse-
quential but significant difference; the 
standard deviations, measuring the dis-
persion of the scores, are comparable. The 
values of the standard error of measure-
ment (SEOM) are similar. The SEOM indi-
cates the range of scores that will include a 
student's true score with 68 percent cer-
tainty. For instance, given a mean of 24 
and SEOM of 2, there is a 68 percent 
chance that a student's true score lies 
somewhere between 22 and 26. The KR-20 
statistic, from which the SEOM is derived, 
measures the internal reliability of the 
test. It answers the question of how accu-
rately the test measures whatever it is sup-
posed to measure, how precise the scores 
are, and if the scores could be reproduced 
upon subsequent measurements.5 A rule 
vf thumb for measuring the reliability of 
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Statistical Fall 1981 Spring 1982 
Measurements A B A B 
Form Form Form Form 
Mean 24.1 23.5 23.5 24.1 
Standard Deviation 3.0 2.9 3.3 3.3 
KR-20 .56 .57 .63 . 64 
Standard Error of 2.0 Measurement 1.9 2.0 
2.0 
Number of Cases 645 629 732 733 
FIGURE 4 
Statistical Measurements for End-of-Course Test 
teacher-prepared, as opposed to commer-
cially prepared, tests is a coefficient of .70. 
Marshall and Hales state that ''generally 
speaking, teacher made tests are infamous 
for their lack of reliability. Many class-
room tests have coefficients of reliability 
approaching zero. Probably most fall in 
the range of reliability above .60."6 Since 
our KR-20 values range in the upper .50s 
to low .60s, we are not far from the opti-
mum level, but improvement is needed. It 
must be noted, however, that KR-20 is a 
measure of internal consistency weighing 
the interrelationships of questions. As il-
lustrated in the previous discussion on 
discriminating and nondiscriminating 
questions, the questions for a criterion-
referenced test are not designed for dis-
crimination, thus the reliability of the 
measurement will probably not improve 
dramatically with revision. 
Validity is the most important quality of 
any testing instrument. We have to know 
whether a test measures what we want 
measured: the precise competenciesJ 
skills, and behaviors addressed in the 
course. No one intentionally designs a 
testing instrument that does not attempt 
to measure what the students are to learn. 
However, errors and biases often intrude 
in the test-writing process and compro-
mise the validity of the instrument. One 
unfortunate illustration of this was the in-
clusion of a test question that required ex-
amination of an excerpt from Readers' 
Guide. Although the copy was clear, some 
students had difficulty reading the small 
print. To compound the problem, stu-
dents also missed the question because 
when asked to identify the date of a partic-
ular periodical they, to our surprise, con-
fused the abbreviations for January, June, 
and July. 
Validity is difficult to establish. Good 
strategies for achieving a greater degree of 
content validity are constructing well-
formed test specifications and field-
testing questions with students and col-
leagues. Another strategy is to devise a 
matrix that cross-indexes instructional ob-
jectives, assignment questions, and test 
questions that assess student competency 
on that p~ticular objective. 7 Figure 5 illus-
trates a sample of the matrix used to con-
struct the test given in the 1982-83 aca-
demic year. 
Since more than 90 percent of the stu-
dents passed the test, it could be con-
cluded that the test items are appropri-
ately selected to test the skills and 
competencies addressed in the course. 
However, such a high success rate might 
also indicate that the instrument was so 
easy that students could pass it without 
the benefit of the instructional treatment. 
In order to address the issue of alterna-
tive explanations for the increase in test 
scores, an evaluation design was created 
that would: 
1. Compare pre- and posttest scores to 
assess gains in scores after instruc-
tion during a particular semester. 
No. of No. of 
Assignment Test 
Chapter Objectives Questions Questions 
The student will 
1 1. Take a self-guided tour of the universi% library and locate mabor resources (e.g., card catalog, serials 9 0 
Library Tour record, general book collection, perio 'cals, government ~u lications), major services (e.g., refer-
ence, interlibraR; loan, circulation), and major equipment e .g., photocopiers, microfilm readers) in 
the university li rary. 
2 1. Identify the alphabetic filing arrangement used in different reference sources. 1 1 
Locatin~ 2. Use a call number to locate a book on the shelves. 7 2 
Materia s 3. Identify the proper procedure for checking out books, audiovisual items, and reserve materials. 1 0 
3 1. Identify the most effective method of searching for information, given a particular search problem. 2 1 
Basic Search 2. Identify the type of reference source that will most effectively meet specific information neeas, given 3 3 
Approaches a particular search problem. 
4 1. Use a subject enctclopedia to locate an article and a bibliography on a given topic. 1 0 
Encyclopedias 2. Read a short artie e in an encyclopedia to select key words to use as potential search terms . 1 1 
5 1. Locate the catalog card records of cataloged items in the university library by searching for the author 4 1 
Card Catalog or title or subject of the items. C/} 
2. Identify the notes and subject tracings on the catalog card records of a particular book or audiovisual 2 2 !!. item. 7' 
3. Identify and explain the usefulness of notes and subject tracings found on a catalog card record. 2 2 '"'0 ~ 4. IdentifY the subject headings used in the card catalog for a particular topic by using Lzbrary of Congress 2 1 ~ ~ Subject Headings. p.. 
6 1. Locate an article in a periodical index and identify parts of the citation, given a particular subject. 8 7 t= 
Periodicals and 2. Locate a volume of a specific periodical in the university library. 3 3 §: 
Periodical s· 
Indexes CJCI 1-1 
~ 
7 1. Identify the page, column, and title of a news.J?aper article using the New York Times Index and the 4 0 "tt 
Newspaper Newspaper Inaex: Los Angeles Times, given a subJect and date. e: 
Indexes ~ 
........ 
8 1. Determine the potential usefulness of a book by applying indicators of relevance found on the text of 2 2 = CIJ 
-Evaluating a catalog card record. 2 Sources 2. Identify approJ'riate techn~ues to use in evaluating a [articular book or author. 3 1 ll 
3. Use ~ecial1Ze biographic indexes to find articles an factual information about particular authors 2 0 s· 
or in ividuals. = 4. Use book reviewing indexes to find a book review in a periodical, given the author and title of the 2 0 n 
book. 0 
= 
9 1. Identify the steps of a basic search strategy. 
1-1 
5 2 CIJ ~ Devel~inga 2. Select an example of a narrow topic for research. 1 1 
Search trategy 
FIGURE 5 ~ 
Evaluation Specifications Matrix 1982-83 til ~ 
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2. Compare posttest scores of two sam-
ples, one pretested and .. the other 
posttested only, in order to assess the 
effect of pretesting on scores. 
3. Compare the pre-post gains in scores 
of selected student groupings, such 
as class and rank in pretest scores. 
In the fall1981 semester, all students en-
rolled in University 100 were pretested 
with an instrument equivalent to the end-
of-course test administered after instruc-
tion. The pretest contained thirty ques-
tions and was also administered in two 
forms. The pretest was not administered 
in the spring 1982 semester. Using the 
same passing score of twenty, only 30 per-
cent of the students theoretically 
II passed'' the pretest, whereas, more than 
90 percent of the students passed the post-
test in both the fall and spring semesters. 
Figure 6 lists pre- and posttest gain scores 
achieved by selected student groups 
within the total sample. As expected, 
there was a marked increase of scores in 
the posttest as compared to the pretest. 
There also seems to be very little differ-
ence between posttest scores taken by dif-
ferent student groups in the two semes-
ters. 
In order to evaluate statistically the sig-
nificance of the increase of the student 
scores from pretest to posttest, a t-test was 
run using 11 182 pairs of scores (see figure 
7) . The evaluation was performed by cre-
ating a computer file containing the paired 
scores and subsequently using the Statis-
tical Package for the Social Sciences 
(SPSS) software package.8 After running 
Student Groupings 
Upper Quartile 
Bottom Quartile 
Freshmen 
Students other 
than Freshmen 
All Students 
November 1983 
the program, the results indicate that the 
mean increase for the total sample was 
6.4856 points; the t-value was 51.70, 
which given 1,181 degrees of freedom, in-
dicates that the difference was significant 
at the .000 level of confidence. These 
results indicate that there is less than a 1 
percent probability that the increase in 
scores was due to chance. 
To determine the extent to which the 
gain in scores could be attributed to the 
practice provided by the pretest, a t-test 
was run comparing the differences in 
mean scores between pretested students 
taking the posttest in the fall1981 and stu-
dents taking only the posttest in the 
spring 1982. The results show that there is 
little difference in the mean scores: 
23.8184 for spring 1982 and 23.7461 for fall 
1981. The t-value is .59 with 2,596 degrees 
of freedom, which gives .556 probability 
that the difference between scores could 
be due to chance. In other words, the fact 
that one group of students was pretested 
did not measurably increase their posttest 
scores. 
Another t-test was run comparing the 
difference of scores of students scoring in 
the bottom quartile of the pretest (16 
cases) and the top quartile (175) cases. The 
mean increase for students scoring in the 
bottom quartile of the pretest was 16.5 
points : The mean increase of students 
scoring in the top quartile was 1.8686. Us- · 
ing a pooled variance estimate, the t-value 
was 19.54 with 189 degrees of freedom 
and .000 probability that the increase in 
scores was due to chance. One interesting 
Mean Increase in 
Pre- and Post-test Scores 
l. 86 
16.50 
6.59 
5.33 
6.49 
FIGURE 6 
Pre- and Posttest Gain Scores of Selected Student Groups 
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FALL 1981 FALL 1981 SPRING 1982 
PRE-TEST POST-TEST POST-TEST POST-TEST 
Mean Score 17.23 23.72 23.72 23.81 
SD 4.05 2.90 2.90 3.30 
N 1182 1182 1182 1377 
Difference of Means 6.49 .09 
t 51.70 .59 
df 1,181 2596 
p .000 .556 
significant not significant 
SD = standard deviation 
N number of cases 
t = t-test value 
df = degrees of freedom 
p = probability 
FIGURE 7 
Comparison of Pre-Posttest Scores, Fall 1981, and Post-Only Scores, Spring 1982 
note, this particular sampling is a good il-
lustration of the "regression effect": in 
"virtually all test-retest situations, the 
bottom group ... will on the average 
show some improvement on the second 
test-and the top group will on the aver-
age fall back.' ' 9 This normal rise and fall is 
not caused by the course, it is merely due 
to the spread of scores in any given group-
ing or population.10 
Lastly, an analysis was made to deter-
mine the mean increase of scores achieved 
by freshmen as opposed to sophomore 
and upper-division students enrolled in 
the course. The purpose of this analysis 
was to examine the possibility that non-
course-related experience in the academic 
milieu could account for the increase in 
student scores. It is reasonable to assume 
that freshmen and nonfreshmen differ at 
minimum by one semester in overall aca-
demic experience and that both groups are 
gaining an additional semester's experi-
ence while taking the class. If general aca-
demic experience is a contributory factor, 
nonfreshmen students would be expected 
to achieve higher pretest scores and con-
tinue to demonstrate a higher learning 
rate (achieving higher gain scores) after 
the instructional treatment than the fresh-
men students in the sample. 
The results of this analysis (see figure 8) 
suggest that general academic experience 
does not outstandingly contribute to gain 
scores: 
1. Freshmen students' mean pretest 
score is 1.92 points lower than the 
mean score attained by the non-
freshmen students. This may be due 
to the effect of academic experience 
such as test-taking and exposure to 
libraries. 
2. Freshmen students' mean gain 
scores are higher than the more ad-
vanced students' scores. The initial 
"knowledge gap" of 1. 92 points de-
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FALL 1981 FALL 81 FALL 81 SPRING 82 
PRE-TEST POST-TEST PRE-POST POST-ONLY 
GAINS 
Mean 17.05 23.64 6.59 23.47 
FRESHMEN 
STUDENTS SD 4.05 2.87 3.47 
N 1070 1070 618 
Mean 18.97 24.45 5.48 24.26 
NON-
FRESHMEN SD 3.54 3.16 3.08 
STUDENTS 
N 112 112 759 
DIFFERENCE IN 1. 92 .81 .99 
MEAN SCORES 
Mean 17.23 23.72 6.49 23.81 
ALL 
STUDENTS SD 4.05 2.90 3.30 
N 1182 1182 1377 
SD = standard deviation, N = number of cases 
FIGURES 
Comparison of Mean Scores of Freshmen and Nonfreshmen Students 
creased measurably to .81 points. 
There is again only a . 99 point differ-
ence in mean scores of spring 1982 
students who took the posttest only. 
3. There is a negligible difference in test 
sensitization that occurred in the 
sample of freshmen as opposed to 
nonfreshmen students. Pretested 
nonfreshmen received mean posttest 
scores that are .19 points higher than 
nonfreshmen taking the posttest 
only in the spring 1982 semester. 
Similarly, pretested freshmen re-
ceived scores that are only .17 points 
higher than nonpretested freshmen. 
4. The percentage of freshmen students 
whose pretest scores were high 
enough to meet the posttest pass cri-
terion was only 26 percent as con-
trasted to 50 percent for the pretested 
nonfreshmen. After instruction, 
however, both groups had approxi-
mately the same pass rate with 94 
percent of the freshmen passing the 
test on their first attempt compared 
to 97 percent of the nonfreshmen. 
Under the posttest-only condition, 
both groups performed at the same ' 
level with 91 percent of both groups 
passing. 
Considering the initial difference in pre-
post scores, the regression effect, and the 
possible one semester experience factor in 
the nonfreshmen students, the increase in 
scores is too high to be attributed to non-
course-related academic experience alone 
and could therefore be attributed to the in-
structional treatment. 
It needs to be emphasized that all of 
these statistical measurements were made 
possible by the computer programs and 
expertise available through the Test Office 
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and Data Processing Department of the 
university. If computerized statistical ser-
vices are available they should be utilized. 
However,_ it is also important to note that 
the measurements can be done without 
the aid of a computer, albeit this is hiRhly 
time-consuming and labor intensive. 
Although the statistical measurements 
ostensibly show an increase in scores after 
instructional treatment, it still cannot be 
concluded that the treatment was the only 
contributing cause for the rise ·in scores. 
There are many non-instructionally re-
lated background variables operating on 
the 1,182 students sampled, such as intel-
ligence, study habits, practical experience 
in the library related to other classes dur-
ing the instruction period, attitude toward 
the course, etc. Any one variable or combi-
nation of variables may account in part for 
gains in scores. It is extremely difficult, if 
not impossible, to conduct a study where 
change in behavior can be attributed to the 
instructional variable. 12 1t might have been 
possible, however, to request the 1,182 
students in the sample to provide us with 
measurement, such as SAT scores, or 
GP A in high school or in their current se-
mester of enrollment. We then could have 
extracted the effect of that variable and ob-
tained a more valuable conclusion. Unfor-
tunately, although there was a commit-
ment to evaluation in the planning stages 
of the course, at the start of the program's 
implementation, priority was given to 
preparing the workbook and assign-
ments, hiring and training staff, establish-
ing organizational procedures, not to cre-
ating a rigorous evaluation design. It is 
reasonable to assume, however, that the 
gain in scores is due to the effect of the in-
structional treatment. 
Student Attitude Survey 
To obtain a measure of student attitudes 
toward the course, a brief, ten-question 
survey was administered to all students 
who completed the library component of 
University 100. A Likert scale was not 
used because such an instrument was 
used to evaluate the entire course, and be-
cause we wanted unequivocal responses 
from our students. 
The survey questions and the percent-
age of positive and negative responses are 
presented in figure 9. The results of the 
survey reveal an overall positive attitude 
toward the course and are consistent from 
semester to semester. One unpleasant 
finding was that a large percentage of stu-
dents expressed no further need for li-
brary instruction. Since the University Li-
brary offers an extensive noncredit 
program of bibliographic lectures on spe-
cial subject areas, which was attended by 
nearly six thousand students in the 
1981-82 academic year, there is a definite 
need to review these students' observa-
tions. As one librarian suggested, perhaps 
the question implied to students that they 
might be expressing a desire for further re-
quired instruction. The question has been 
rephrased for the survey to be used next 
year, and students' responses will be re-
viewed with care. 
CONCLUSIONS 
The evaluation strategies used in this 
study have yielded important information 
that has been used to revise the instruc-
tional materials used in the library compo-
nent of University 100. Additionally, the 
data gathered suggest that the program 
has had a positive effect on students in 
terms of their knowledge of library skills 
and in terms of general attitude toward 
the library: 
1. Students successfully completed as-
signments assisted by librarians as 
necessary. 
2. The high proportion of students 
passing the end-of-course test ind~­
cates that most students mastered 
the material to criterion. Evaluation 
of pre- and posttest scores shows a 
marked gain in scores. 
3. Students' attitudes toward the 
course were significantly positive 
even though University 100 is are-
quired course. 
The evaluation techniques used for this 
research project are fairly standard and 
relatively simple to implement. They are 
not labor intensive due to the availability 
of computer programs to speed calcula-
tions and process data. Most importantly, 
our efforts at evaluation have yielded not 
only interesting research data but also 
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~ercentage of Student Responses 
1. Was the library component 
difficult? 
2. Will the library component 
be useful in your college 
career? 
3. Would you be interested in 
further library instruction 
designed for your major? 
4. Was consultation with 
librarians at the Center 
for Bibliographic Instruc-
tion (CBI) useful? 
5. Were services efficient at 
the Center for Bibliographic 
Instruction (CBI)? 
6. Did you receive adequate 
help on the. assignments if 
you needed it? 
7. Were the sources needed to 
complete assignments avail-
able to you when you wanted 
them? 
8. Was the self-paced method a 
good feature of this course? 
9. Does the Library Instruction 
Workbook have clear direc-
tions and explanations? 
10. Did you receive library 
instruction in high school? 
Fall 
Yes 
20 
93 
14 
87 
90 
89 
88 
91 
81 
50 
FIGURE9 
1981 
No 
80 
7 
86 
13 
10 
11 
12 
9 
19 
50 
Results of Student Attitude Survey 
Spring 1982 
Yes No 
18 82 
88 12 
38 62 
82 18 
93 7 
93 7 
89 11 
90 10 
81 19 
47 53 
practical information that has been used to 
revise and refine instructional materials 
and strategies.lt is our hope to expand the 
evaluation process and thus promote the 
improvement of our program. 
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Online Catalogs and Their Users 
Robert N. Broadus 
A review article on the CLR study of online catalogs. 
he current interest in research 
on computer catalogs is fortu-
nate at this stage of their devel-
opment when so few libraries 
have them. Not only can other librarians, 
if they are smart, take advantage of the ex-
periences of pioneers, but a good deal of 
standardization can be postponed until 
more knowledge is gained. Who knows 
what card catalogs would be like today 
had they been studied with such diligence 
in the latter part of the nineteenth cen-
tury? 
During April and May 1982, question-
naires were administered to users and 
nonusers of online catalogs in twenty-
nine libraries across the United States. 
The emphasis was on ''the interaction be-
tween the human user of the computer 
catalog terminal and the computer system 
which supports and responds to the us-
er's request for information" (p.30). * The 
research was sponsored by the Council on 
Library Resources; but five other organi-
zations were involved, each preparing its 
own report pertaining to a group of li-
braries and/ or offering general interpreta-
tions. 
Four of the reports, 1 each covering a dif-
ferent set of data and representing a differ-
ent emphasis, are summarized and syn-
thesized in Matthews' report, Using 
Online Catalogs, which is the focus of th.is 
review. The fifth organization, Online 
Computer Library Center, Inc. (OCLC), 
administered questionnaires in ten li-
braries, five of which used OCLC termi-
nals as catalogs. OCLC submitted a three-
volume ''Final Report to the Council on 
Library Resources," which was received 
after this article was substantially com-
plete. The Matthews summary includes 
data from the questionnaire survey in nine 
of these libraries (one was dropped) but 
not interpretations given in OCLC' s re-
ports.2 
SCOPE AND METHOD 
The specific goals of the survey were: 
1. to produce data for analysis that 
would enable designers of public com-
puter catalogs to improve computer cata-
log system interface features. The system 
interface includes commands, displays, 
indexes, and similar software- and 
hardware-related features. 
2. to gather data and prepare an analy-
sis that would enable libraries to improve 
the implementation and support services 
for online public access catalogs. 
3. to collect additional data that would 
enable libraries to extend public access 
computer catalog services to patrons who 
were not yet users (p.8). 
The twenty-nine participating institu-
tions included two state/federal libraries 
(one being the Library of Congress), four-
teen ARL libraries (including nine cam-
puses of the University of California with 
its online union catalog), seven other aca-
demic libraries, two community colleges, 
and four public libraries. Not only were 
*Page numbers in parentheses refer to the summary report: Joseph R. Matthews and others, eds., 
Using Online Catalogs: A Nationwide Suroey, A Report of a Study Sponsored by the Council on Library Re-
sources (n.p.: 1983). 
Robert N. Broadus is professor, School of Library Science, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill . 
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there many types and sizes of libraries, 
sixteen different computer systems were 
investigated (p.16). 
The principal means for gathering infor-
mation about these phenomena were 
printed, self-administered question-
naires. One questionnaire had fifty-nine 
questions for persons who had just used 
an online catalog; another had fifteen for 
those who, though encountered in the H.: 
brary, said that they had never used such 
a catalog. All library staff members were 
excluded. The University of California ad-
ministered the questionnaire online, "but 
the text of the questionnaire and the 
method of administration parallelled 
those used at other locations. " 3 This li-
brary system did not question nonusers. 
The questionnaires evidently were pre-
pared and administered with great care. 
Planning began in December 1980, and a 
pilot survey of three thousand subjects 
was conducted in 1981. In the forty-nine-
page Data Collection Manual, precise in-
structions were given to study coordina-
tors, supervisors, and data collectors in 
each library. Included were scripts for use 
in explaining various matters to the sub-
jects. 
There is an advantage in bringing so 
much expertise to bear from different 
sources on one study. The fact that all us-
ers responded to the same set of questions 
(and all nonusers to another) gives the 
study a unity and power not achievable by 
dozens of piecemeal approaches. The dis-
advantage, however, is that the question-
naire did not fit all libraries equally well. 
One may wonder whether a respondent 
was affected by question 3, ''I searched for 
what I wanted by . . . A subject heading or 
headings," if that particular catalog of-
fered no such option. It may have been 
distracting to see question 26, ''Using logi-
cal terms 'like AND, OR, NOT is difficult 
... Strongly agree ... Agree," in those 
fifteen libraries that did not offer Boolean 
searching. 
Another problem is whether respon-
dents understood all the questions, even 
those applicable in their own libraries. Ap-
parently a fair number of subjects dealing 
with question 46, "Select up to FOUR 
kinds ,of material you would like to see 
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added to the computer catalog," mistook 
"Journal or magazine titles" for titles of 
articles.4 At Northwestern University,· 15 
percent of the users checked "Journal ti-
tles" as a kind of material they wished to 
see added to the database, though the li-
brary already had practically all its period-
ical titles in the computer catalog.5 Did all 
people responding to question 3, "I 
searched for what I wanted by . . . ,'' dis-
tinguish "A topic word or words" from 
"A subject heading or headings"? 
Of those users in systems with no online 
aids, 28.5 percent said they had received 
help from instructions on the terminal 
screen, and the wry comment from the 
University of California is justified: ''One 
might wonder just what 'instructions on 
the terminal screen' were used by [these 
persons]. ''6 On the other hand, the RLG 
report, questioning the number of people 
~ho claimed they had received no such 
help, points out that practically all users 
necessarily got some "minimal assis-
tance" from the screen. 7 Undoubtedly 
there was a problem with the question-
naire's meaning here. The Data Collection 
Manual instructed surveyors to respond, 
"Please just decide what you think it 
means, and _answer accordingly," when 
told by subjects, "I don't understand 
what this question means.''8 · 
The original goal of the combined sur-
veys was to collect information from 
25,000 persons,9 but only 13,591 users and 
7,625 nonusers were approached (p.199a) 
and 8,094 users and 3,981 nonusers 
responded-still a respectable number. 
Well over half the questionnaires were col-
lected from ARL libraries, about one-
fourth from public libraries, 8 -percent 
from other academic libraries, 7.5 percent 
from state or federal libraries (almost all of 
these representing the Library of Con-
gress), and only 3 percent from commu-
nity college libraries. The numbers of 
questionnaires completed at various insti-
tutions differed widely. The Ohio State Li-
brary furnished only five for users and 
eighty-six for nonusers. The University of 
California, because of its online survey, 
contributed no nonusers. Four of the 
twenty-nine libraries accounted for fewer 
than fifty users each. 
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The overall rate of response (percentage 
of those who, when approached, agreed 
to complete a questionnaire) was 59.6 per-
cent for users, and 52.2 percent for nonus-
ers (p.199)-not a bad rate as surveys go, 
but the investigators are aware that some 
results could have been distorted by the 
failure to obtain answers from many other 
people. This response rate differed from 
library group to library group. For the six 
analyzed by Matthews, the rate was 46.5 
percent for users; 62.2 percent for nonus-
ers.10 Furthermore, there was remarkable 
variance, apparently, from library to li-
brary. At Syracuse University, of the users 
approached, a whopping 93.9 percent 
agreed to work on a questionnaire; of non-
users a mere 24.1 percent (p.199, 199a). 
However, there is a discrepancy between 
these figures and those in the OCLC re-
port.11 
Not all questions were answered by 
every subject. At the University of Califor-
nia many of the items were passed over-a 
cause for concern as expressed by David 
Bishop.12 In fact, of the 8,094 users' ques-
tionnaires, only 2,501 included all the 
thirty-one answers to part II, which dealt 
with "your experience with computer cat-
alog features" (p.202). 
The study's validity was measured, to 
some extent, by checking questionnaire 
answers against records of users' behav-
ior. The records were indicated by the 
computer transaction logs provided by 
some of the participating libraries. For in-
stance, in the California system, answers 
to the question about type of search made 
(author, subject, etc.) agreed reasonably 
well with transaction records. For exam-
ple, 15.2 percent of the users said they had 
used an author search; 44.5 percent said 
they had used a subject search. The log in-
dicated that these percentages were 12.0 
and 43.8, respectively .13 There are prob-
lems, however, in a comparison of the 
transaction log at Northwestern and their 
questionnaire responses. According to the 
log, 38.4 percent of the access points used 
were Library of Congress subject head-
ings and 25.1 percent were author head-
ings.14 However, the search information 
reported on the questionnaire was: com-· 
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plete author, 23 percent; part author, 11 
percent; subject heading, 17 percent; and · 
topic word(s), 10 percent. 15 Here the logs 
represented not the same individuals who 
responded to the questionnaire, but those 
who used the catalog a month or two be-
fore the survey. It should be noted that 
transaction logs can record all users ( dur-
ing the time period covered); no one can 
refuse to be "questioned." Unfortu-
nately, it was not possible to check re-
sponses to many questions in this way. 
However, the results obtained, while rais-
ing doubts, do bring some measure of as-
surance, as the same general findings 
seem to occur with regularity in all five of 
the group reports. · 
FINDINGS AND 
APPLICATIONS 
To focus more on what the survey dis-
covered and how the material was ana-
lyzed and interpreted, the fi,rst thing to 
note is the tremendous problem faced by 
the investigators. With so many libraries, 
catalog features, and questions, some of 
them having various response options, 
there are millions of bits of information 
that could have been brought out and ex-
amined. The analyses and presentations 
are, on the whole, admirable. This article 
will examine some of the findings in 
roughly the same order as they are given 
in the Matthews summary, and then will 
indicate some unsatisfied curiosity. 
First, though, the important overall con-
clusion: "To say that users have very posi-
tive attitudes towards the cqmputer cata-
log is perhaps the understatement of the 
year'' (p .139). ''Over ninety percent of us-
ers like [it]" (p.140). "The evidence shows 
that those who have used the computer 
catalog love it, and those who have not 
used the computer catalog like it almost as . 
well" (p.176). 
While these statements are justified per-
haps by the fact that 67 percent of the us- · 
ers said their attitude toward the catalog 
was very favorable and 25 percent some-
what favorable (p.141), we might feel 
more comfortable if the exuberance were 
toned down. What of the 5,500 persons 
who, having just used the online catalog, 
refused to cooperate? While it is easy to 
imagine a user, angry at failure, wanting a 
chance to express that on paper, it would 
seem more likely that those willing to take 
twenty minutes or so to fill in the blanks 
were in a better mood than were those 
who refused. For some· users, the act of re-
jection could have been a sign of negative 
attitude toward the whole situation. 
Also, the acquiescence bias-the ten-
dency to say yes as a way of not seeming 
disagreeable-may well have affected re-
sponses to some of the questions. Gener-
ally in surveys this factor is hard to evalu-
ate. Though it is supposedly less serious 
on a written questionnaire than in face-to-
face interviews, it cannot be discounted 
entirely here. 
Two other points bear on this matter. 
Data collectors were told in the Data Collec-
tion Manual that they should not approach 
users when the catalogs were out of ser-
vice, because these people "will have a 
bad impression [of the catalogs].''16 Also, 
the RLG report, in addition to analyzing 
questionnaire results, gives quotations 
derived from interviews with library staff 
members at Stanford, Northwestern, and 
Dartmouth, not mentioned in Matthews' 
summary. The tone here is less positive. 17 
The overall conclusion on favorability, 
then, would seem a bit exaggerated, 
though it is virtually indisputable that 
most people like the online catalog. 
It is unfortunate that the report makes 
so few direct comparisons between those 
who have used and those who have not 
used the new catalogs; some of the differ-
ences between the two groups were not so 
great as may be implied by a few of the 
conclusions. Thus, the statement that us-
ers of the online catalog are also frequent 
library users (p.44) should be viewed in 
light of the fact that even of the nonusers, 
a full 59 percent claimed that they visited 
the library daily or weekly (p.55). 
The interpretation of findings regarding 
male and female subjects is not complete. 
Under the subheading "Computer Cata-
log User Is a Young Adult" (original in 
italics, as are all subheadings) is the sen-
tence, "The typical user of the computer 
catalog is male (60% of the users were 
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male)" (p.48), improved somewhat by the 
observation (p.56) that ''women are some-
what less likely to be users of computer 
catalogs than men. While women make 
up only 40% of the user population, they 
comprise 48% of the non-user group." 
The relatively low amount of online cata-
log use by females (only 22.5 percent at 
UCLA and only 33.1 percent in the entire 
University of €alifornia system)18 is some-
what confusing. However, it would seem 
relevant also to state the findings in this 
way: Of all the females who responded to 
the question about their sex, 61.2 percent 
were users; 38.8 percent, nonusers. Of the 
males, 68.5 percent were users; 31.5 per-
cent nonusers. 19 This information is bal-
anced by the comment in the OCLC report 
that in the Syracuse, Ohio State Univer-
sity, Dallas Public, and OCLC system li-
braries, females outnumbered males as 
firsttime users, a sign that females are be-
ginning to use these catalogs more.20 
The subheading "Computer Catalog 
Users Are Highly Educated" is backed up 
by the fact that 90 percent said they had 
completed some college work or were col-
lege graduates (p.48), but surely that was 
to be expected in view of the great number 
of respondents in college and university li-
braries. Table 7 (p.57) shows that for non-
users the corresponding percentage was 
even higher, at 91-a fact ignored in the 
text. The University of California report, 
Users Look at Online Catalogs, presents in-
formation about users and nonusers in 
parallel columns. These tables must be 
read carefully or they may be misleading, 
but they do give the facts in more conven-
ient form. 
''There is no evidence of an a priori bias 
against use of the computer catalog by any 
disciplinary group. Users from the Arts 
and Humanities, Social Sciences, and 
Business Management represent 57% of 
all respondents" (p.49). Under the sub-
heading "Academic Non-users Similar to 
Academic Users" (p.58) is added, "More 
non-users of the computer catalog come 
from the following disciplines: Business/ 
Management, Arts and Humanities an<:f. 
· Engineering.'' A better· picture is pre-
sented in table 16 of the University of Cali-
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fornia report, 21 which reads in part: 
Arts and Humanities 
Physical/Biological 
Sciences 
Users Nonusers 
77.5% 22.5% 
66.6 33.4 
Social Sciences 74.0 26.0 
Business/Management 55.0 45.0 
Engineering 61.3 38.7 
The table is to be interprefed: of all the 
Arts and Humanities people who an-
swered questionnaires, 77.5 percent were 
users of the online catalog; whereas of all 
the Business/Management people, only 
55 percent were users. This is a somewhat 
different impression from that given by 
the text of the summary volume. It still 
might be a mistake to interpret these per-
centages as if the persons answering (us-
ers and nonusers) constituted an adequate 
sample of the population who visit these 
twenty-nine libraries. 
Those who frequently used other com-
puter systems were not much more likely 
to consult the online catalog (p.46,47) or to 
express satisfaction with it than the gen-
eral run of library clients (p.172). In fact, 
those who never used other computers 
had a somewhat lower error rate, accord-
ing to the University of California transac-
tion log, than those who used them fre-
quently.22 
Here is a disconcerting observation 
about the reporting of the study: the user 
questionnaire for the pilot study had ques-
tion 72, ''I use this library's book, card, or 
microfilm catalog: a. Every visit b. Almost 
every visit c. Occasionally d. Rarely e. Not 
before today.'' Response e. was a little 
odd in that it implied that the number who 
used the conventional catalog ''today'' for 
the first time might be substantial. The 
line was changed in the final (main) user 
questionnaire, where question 50, re-
sponse e. reads, "Never." Qu·estion 8 of 
the nonuser questionnaire keeps "Not be-
fore today'' as a possible choice on the 
same item, and apparently the University 
of California retained it for its online user 
survey. In table 3 (p.46) of the Matthews 
summary report, however, there are re-
corded percentages for users who, on 
question 50, are said to have indicated, 
"Not before today." The same occurs in 
November 1983 
several of the intermediate reports 
(though RLG, in table 25, has the response 
as "Never"). It may be that the error is 
merely a harmless mislabeling, but be-
cause of the wording of the pilot question-
naire and question 49 of the final user ver-
sion (which includes "Not before 
today"), the reader is left with an uncom-
fortable feeling. 
The subheading "Non-users Say They 
Like to Use the Computer Catalog" (p.61) 
when read ". . . are Likely to Use . . . " is 
better understood in light of the fact that 
nonusers of the online catalog don't con-
sult other forms of library catalogs very 
much either, a point strengthened by the 
anal~sis in a University of California re-
port to which passage the summary vol-
ume refers. 
Organizational Setting 
and Computer System 
Answers relating to the systems and set-
tings indicate that users are generally sat-
isfied with the way libraries have pro-
vided facilities and instructions for 
utilizing the new catalogs, though 51 per-
cent feel that their respective libraries 
need more terminals (p:77), and 34 per-
cent want more writing space (p.74) or, 
perhaps, more printers. 
A confusing fact is that users seem to 
rely more on library staff for help if one on-
line aid feature (as opposed to none) is 
available; whereas two online features of 
this kind (say both instructions and HELP) 
seem to reduce the need for such aid 
(p.72). 
Response time of the system was a prob-
lem, especially for users of public libraries, 
for 30 percent of all users (p.88,89). Most 
of them preferred the waiting times to be 
more uniform, rather than a delay of about 
eight seconds followed by one of forty. 
Thirty percent wanted newspapers added 
to the catalog coverage (p. 93), but possibly 
some of them were thinking about index-
ing rather than mere titles. Government 
publications, older books, dissertations, 
and "journal titles" (articles?) were also 
requested, each by more than 20 percent 
of the respondents. Answers to this ques-
tion are difficult to evaluate because the 
content, clientele, and size of database dif-
fered so much from library to library. 
The ''Human-Computer Interface'' was 
examined by questions relating to twenty-
seven features of the catalog, calling for 
Likert-type answers ("strongly agree, 
agree, neither, disagree, strongly dis-
agree, does not apply"). Respondents ei-
ther agreeing or strongly disagreeing are 
grouped together in table 17 (p.101). Al-
though the positive/negative orientations 
were alternated for the actual questions in 
this section of the instrument, table 17 
points up the problems by showing, for 
each question in this group, the percent-
age of responses in the two (of five) cate-
gories least favorable to the online catalog. 
Users' perceptions of problems did not 
differ greatly by type of library (p.101). 
The problem most often (46 percent) 
checked was, "Increasing the result when 
too little is retrieved ... '' Forty-three per-
cent agreed that ''Finding the correct sub-
ject term is difficult,'' and 37 percent had 
trouble remembering what ·was included 
in the computer catalog. Thirty-one per-
cent of the users agreed with the state-
ment, ''A computer search by subject is 
difficult," but most of them expressed no 
difficulty with searches by author, title, or 
by a combination of the two. 
The summary provides more in-depth 
analysis by showing what problems 
seemed to occur in relation to the features 
offered by the sixteen different systems. 
For instance, the difficulty of increasing 
the result seemed less severe where online 
printing was available; more of a problem 
in those systems that were menu-driven 
(p .106). As the authors point out, the great 
number of variables make such analysis 
extremely difficult, and the results possi-
bly misleading (p .103) because the "evi-
dence is not strong enough to demon-
strate clear superiority of any particular 
feature" (p.111). The full values of the sur-
vey, however, can be realized only by 
such attempts. 
Also useful is the discussion of design 
trade-offs (p.11~), e.g., a feature may 
make a certain kind of search easier or 
more effective, yet so add to the complex-
ity of the catalog that more users find it 
confusing. 
It would be extremely helpful if librari-
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ans could learn what added features 
would be most useful to users. Such infor-
mation is unusually dtfficult to obtain be-
cause average laity have no way of know-
ing what they need/want until they try it, 
or until it is at least suggested to them. The 
questionnaire method is not very effective 
for gathering ideas of this kind, but the in-
vestigators made a good attempt by pro-
posing fourteen possible features, plus 
the category "None." Even here, the 
question must be raised: Were respon-
dents aware of what it would be like to 
"search by call numbers" or to "search a 
book's table of contents, summary or in-
dex"? The latter was ranked second high-
est, in any event, after "Ability to view a 
list of words related to my search words.'' 
About one-fourth of the respondents 
checked "Ability to know if a book is 
checked out,'' but only 10 percent wanted 
to know the location of books in the library 
(p.114). (The University of California and 
Library of Con~ess reports give 15.1 as 
this percentage.t Only 18 and 24 percent, 
respectively, desired ability to search by ti-
tle word or by subject word. Analysis of 
these data, leaving out responses ob-
tained in those libraries already offering 
the proposed feature or features, is of-
fered by a University of California docu-
ment, and the percentages for most of the 
features noted above are thus a little 
higher. 25 
The Matthews summary volume also 
uses factor analysis to bring together in 
groups those features that seem to cause 
problems for users. The seven factors de-
rived are helpful in giving a clearer picture 
than the raw data. 
Catalog Use and Satisfaction 
In those catalogs that provided subject 
access, about 59 percent of users searched 
for subject information (p.129), a finding 
not surprising in view of the great number 
of undergraduate students responding. In 
community colleges, this percentage was 
higher. Searching by keyword was em-
ployed heavily when available (though 
not missed much where it was not); key-
words in subtitles were frequently utilized 
(p.136). 
About 85 percent of all users found 
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some or all of what they had been looking 
for (p.138), including 17 percent who 
found more than they had intended. 
Though 16 percent didn't find what they 
were seeking, about half answered yes to 
the question, "I came across things of in-
terest other than what I was looking for." 
Serendipity did not seem to be related to 
the proportion of a library's hoiUings that 
had been put into the database. 
Another important finding was satisfac-
tion rate. Responding to the statement ''In 
relation to what I was looking for, this 
computer search was . . . ," 46 percent 
marked ''Very satisfactory'' and 34 per-
cent, "Somewhat satisfactory." Overall, 
these users, especially the younger ones, 
expressed a general liking . for the com-
puter catalog and seemed quite positive 
that it was better than the card, book, or 
microfilm catalog. Even those who had 
just finished an unfruitful search had high 
opinions of the online catalog (p.140-42). 
In the group of libraries surveyed by 
OCLC, 50 percent of the nonusers who 
said they did not like to use computers ex-
pected to use the online catalog in the 
future26 -surprising in view of the fact that 
43.6 _percent of the nonusers in the aggre-
gate said they consulted the traditional 
catalog rarely or "Not before today" 
(p.55). There were discrepancies that may 
prove meaningful when checked against 
the differences among systems. On the 
University of California campuses, 70.8 
percent used ''Very favorable'' to describe 
their attitudes toward the computer cata-
log, against 67.0 percent for the total re-
spondents in the study. However, com-
paring the computer catalog with a 
manual one, only 68.3 percent of the Cali-
fornia users considered the former better, 
whereas overall, 74.5 percent did. ("Can't 
decide" was excluded from this tabula-
tion. )27 
What variables, as indicated by. respon-
dents, were related to success or failure in 
searching? While the investigators are not 
able to answer decisively, they often make 
good attempts. Some of the findings were 
far from sensational; for example, diffi-
culty in subject searching corresponded to 
a lesser amount beingretrieved (p.146). 
On the other hand, it was startling that us-
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ers found less of what they were looking 
for in those systems that allowed subject 
searches (p.148). The libraries not using 
OCLC as a catalog were the ones that al-
lowed such subject searches, and the 
available databases in these libraries were 
generally smaller than in those libraries 
using OCLC. The researchers speculate, 
therefore, that it was really the smaller 
size of the databases that caused the fail-
ure to retrieve greater amounts of material 
by subject searches. Yet, Ohio State Uni-
versity, which offered subject searching, 
had a large database (about 1,500,000 ti-
tles), and some of the other "subject 
search libraries" had sizable bases. It 
should be noted that only 329 ( 4.1 percent) 
of the total user questionnaires were com-
pleted at libraries that did not offer subject 
searches, 28 so they could not have affected 
seriously the overall outcome. Taking all 
twenty-nine libraries into account, subject 
information searches were 56.5 percent of 
all searches. When the five libraries not 
providing subject searching were omitted 
from consideration, the percentage of sub-
ject searches in the remaining libraries 
was not much higher, 58.8.29 Surely this 
important matter calls for more analysis, 
as does another curious finding: difficulty 
in understanding displays was associated, 
though not strongly, with retrieval of 
more wanted information (p.149). 
What variables were associated with the 
users' perceptions of searches as satisfac-
tory or unsatisfactory? Again, some 
results are obvious. For instance, where 
there was a higher degree of satisfaction, 
fewer problems had been encountered 
with subject searches (p.151), but both sat-
isfaction with search and favorable atti-
tude toward the catalog generally were re-
lated negatively to a system's allowing 
searches by local accession numbers 
(p.153, 160). Also, ability to search by call 
number was related to a lower satisfaction 
level (p.162). Perhaps the problem was 
that users were further confused by one 
more option, as the authors suggest. This 
is another point that needs further explo-
ration, especially in view of the fact that 
the provision of unusual access points was 
associated with greater favorability to-
ward the catalog (p.161). One report 
makes the comment that "it is surprising 
that more users did not encounter more 
problems with a greater number of the 
available computer catalog features.' ' 30 
In libraries providing for combined au-
thor/title searches, users tended to report 
finding more information than they had 
been looking for (p.l55). The reason, as 
the authors note, is difficult to see, but 
even more difficult to account for is that 
users who had problems understanding 
displays on the screen also were more 
likely to find more than they were looking 
for (p.157). 
There was some tendency for users of 
those systems without subject search ca-
pabilities (the OCLC catalog group) to ex-
press even greater general satisfaction 
with the online catalog (p.161), and to fa-
vor it more strongly over the card catalog 
(p.165). Again, the only explanation of-
fered is the larger databases available to. 
these libraries, but the explanation is 
hardly sufficient here either. The finding 
could be related to the difficulty of subject 
searches in general. The OCLC analysis of 
tapes from three libraries not using OCLC 
as a catalog found that ''subject searches 
result in zero hits more often than other 
searches, with the exception of a DUAL 
search (Boolean) at Syracuse. " 31 
In the libraries that included formats 
other than books and serials in their online 
catalogs, users were less likely to express a 
preference for the catalogs (p.l66). The ev-
idence is not strong, and certainly does 
not mean that libraries should now decide 
to exclude non print materials from cover-
age in online catalogs. However, it does 
suggest further investigation. 
Also hard to explain is that the capability 
of limiting search results by language of 
publication corresponded to a slightly 
negative attitude toward the online cata-
log (p.l66), as did the capability of search 
by series title (p.167). 
Not appearing to have been related to 
satisfaction were such features as key-
word or Boolean searching (p.172). But, 
here again, the results are clouded be-
cause so many of the systems tested did 
not offer these capabilities. It is also possi-
ble that because features like these are not 
found in traditional catalogs, users were 
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not accustomed to them and did not even 
try them. In the future, with more users 
taking advantage of such features, there 
will be better opportunities to test their 
utility. 
Implications 
The last chapter of the Matthews sum-
mary report draws practical conclusions, 
directed at library managers, reference de-
partments, systems designers, and the li-
brary profession as a whole (p .175). In ad-
dition to urging provision of more online 
catalogs, this chapter stresses such needs 
as placing catalogs where users "can't 
miss them'' (p.176) and improving subject 
access. Important with respect to the latter 
is the capability of allowing users to search 
by keyword of subject headings and titles, 
and to browse the subject list or a thesau-
rus. There is a good deal of comment in 
the various reports about the possibility of 
augmenting the bibliographic entry with 
the work's table of contents and/or index, 
and of making these terms access points 
for searching. Two serious factors for con-
sideration, however, are costs and the 
possibility of confusing clients even more. 
Briefer bibliographic records are, accord-
ing to some indications, about as satisfac-
tory as full entries-a finding in ar:eement 
with the recent article by Seal. 3 One re-
port suggests the provision of optional 
displW,s for those people desiring full en-
tries. If additional elements are added to 
the bibliographic record, deciding which 
of them should be access points will be a 
problem.34 
Making it easier for users to give com-
mands would also seem to help, as would 
providing them with the opportunity to 
determine whether a given book is avail-
able in the library (p.183). 
A FINAL WORD 
Among the many unanswered ques-
tions are: How do responses of those us-
ing touch-screen systems, as at Evanston 
and Iowa City public libraries, compare 
with those from public and other libraries 
with keyboard systems? Another: 8 per-
cent of the aggregate sample of users indi-
cated that they found the terminal table ei-
ther too high or too low. The University of 
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California traced the problem primarily to 
the Irvine and Berkeley campuses, 35 but 
they did not reveal the heights of the satis-
factory and the offending tables. In the 
printed questionnaire survey at various li-
braries, a few facts were noted about each 
person who, when ap}iroached, refused 
to answer questions -approximately. 
nine thousand in all. So far the results 
have not been published. 
The final summary does not include 
analysis by individual library, but fortu-
nately the intermediate reports do. Those 
by the University of California, RLG, and 
OCLC reproduce Statistical Analysis Sys-
tem or Statistical Package for Social Sci-
en<;:es printouts-a very good source for 
more details. The Library of Congress re-
port reproduces, as appendix 9, the ques-
tionnaires with percentages of responses 
received for each item, both for the Library 
of Congress and for respondents in the ag-
gregate. All this information should prove 
invaluable to future planners of online cat-
alogs. Furthermore, data from the transac-
tion logs, as published by the University 
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of California and OCLC' s volume 1 
should be helpful in showing (to take one 
example) what the users of various li-
braries had done just before pressing the 
HELP key. Many libraries will wish to ob-
. tain the computer tapes for questionnaire 
data, available at $50. 
The investigators were right in limiting 
the survey to library clientele, and so 
avoiding unmanageable complexity. 
However, it should not be forgotten that 
needs of library staff are important also. 
Nor should it be assumed that a popular 
vote is the sole test of effectiveness. There 
may be small minorities whose work is so-
cially significant and who badly need 
some features that the vast majority ig-
nore or perhaps find confusing. Before 
stakes are driven down too far, these mat-
ters also should be investigated. 
There is still much to learn, many ques-
tions yet to be answered, and some to be 
asked, nevertheless this massive project 
has advanced our understanding consid-
erably. 
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Research Notes 
An Investigation of Collection 
Support for Doctoral Research 
Marion L. Buzzard and Doris E. New 
A major concern of bibliographers and 
other academic librarians involved in de-
veloping the collections of research li-
braries is, or should be, the amount and 
quality of support that is provided for the 
graduate programs of their institutions. 
In carrying out their assignments, these 
librarians tend to rely chiefly on contact 
with the faculty for information. Since it is 
the faculty who shapes the curriculum for 
both undergraduate and graduate stu-
dents and who also carries out most of the 
postdoctoral research, this seems a rea-
sonable approach. It may, however, be 
less responsive to the needs of graduate 
research. ·some doctoral research is re-
lated to the research interests of faculty 
advisers, but it would be unwise to as-
sume the existence of such a connection 
without substantiation. And although 
there are faculty members who are consci-
entious in articulating the needs of their 
graduate students to librarians, as well as 
bibliographers who actively seek out these 
users, the latter are seldom identified as 
an essential contact point for selectors of 
library materials. It is possible, therefore, 
for a collection to support instructional 
and faculty research programs to a greater 
extent than the graduate programs that 
may strongly influence its scope and fund-
ing. 
At the University of California, Irvine 
(UCI), collection development generally 
follows the traditional method of faculty 
contact to obtain most of the information 
used in making selection decisions. An 
additional source of information is pro-
vided through the use of interlibrary loan 
requests, which are forwarded to selectors 
after each transaction is completed. In or-
der to evaluate the effectiveness of this ap-
proach, a study was devised to determine 
the actual level of support for doctoral re-
search. A random sample of twelve disser-
tations completed at UCI in the humani-
ties, sciences, and social sciences was 
selected for the study. The citations from 
these dissertations were divided into 
monographs and serials and were 
checked against the library's holdings. 
The results were expected to indicate 
where greater effort should be made to as-
certain the needs of doctoral candidates at 
UCI and to support these needs with are-
allocation of resources, if necessary. 
BACKGROUND 
Since the sixties, numerous attempts 
have been made to describe the relation-
ship between the various types of aca-
demic programs and library resources in 
order to arrive at an understanding of 
what constitutes optimum or at least ade-
Marion L. Buzzard is head, Collection Development and Acquisitions, and Doris E. New is head, Serials De-
partment, both at the University of California, Irvine. 
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quate library support. 1 Although these 
studies utilize both qualitative and quanti-
tative methods of assessment, they have 
generally accepted the number of volumes 
owned as the most important indicator of 
support. This tendency was further codi-
fied by the development of the Clapp-
Jordan formula, which has had a lasting 
effect on standards for college and univer-
sity libraries and the way in which re-
search collections are funded. 2 
Like Clapp-Jordan, the revised stan-
dards for college libraries provided a for-
mula for collection size that was weighted 
very heavily in favor of doctoral pro-
grams.3 Several years later the newly 
drafted standards for university libraries 
made a conscious attempt to deemphasize 
quantitative approaches but concluded 
that ''nevertheless, quantitative measures 
are increasingly important in guiding the 
qualitative judgment that must ultimately 
be applied to university libraries and their 
collections. ''4 · 
Whatever their faults, quantitative ap-
proaches have given libraries a convenient 
means of determining funding for their 
collections. As a case in point, since 1979 
the University of California libraries have 
had their acquisitions funds allocated on 
the basis of a formula that bears more than 
a passing resemblance to its predeces-
sors.5 Like them it awards volumes (which 
are then translated into dollars) largely ac-
cording to the number and type of doc-
toral and graduate professional programs 
offered by each of the nine campuses. Be-
cause of the emphasis placed on these pro-
grams, it is highly desirable to be able to 
determine the support actually provided 
for doctoral research at UCI. 
RELATED RESEARCH 
Relatively few studies to date have fo-
cused on graduate students as a separate 
user group, and in almost all cases these 
have been limited to candidates for the 
master's degree and to a single discipline 
or field. A simple and fairly straightfor-
ward means of measuring the existing 
level of collection support for doctoral re-
search is available by examining 
dissertations-the products of the re-
search effort-to learn whether the refer-
ences cited are held by the library. Citation 
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analysis for this purpose, although recom-
mended in library literature, has seldom 
been applied. A study by Popovich of 
thirty-one dissertations in the field of busi-
ness/management had as a secondary as-
pect the determination of the extent to 
which the library owned the materials 
cited. However, less than half of the dis-
sertations examined had been completed 
at that institution, thus precluding any di-
rect correlation between the results ob-
tained and the success of the collection in 
meeting the needs of its own doctoral stu-
dents.6 
Citation analysis has long been used as a 
means of examining the characteristics of 
the literature cited by scientists and other 
scholars, and of singling out the most im-
portant journals in any particular field, 
usually the sciences. Peat proposes it as an 
acceptable technique for measuring re-
search use of a research library, to comple-
ment circulation studies. 7 Other writers, 
such as Baughman and Voos, consider ci-
tation analysis a viable means, and per-
haps the best objective approach, to col-
lection evaluation.8 
As with any quantitative measure, cita-
tion analysis must be applied with a recog-
nition of its limitations; these have been 
well documented by Smith.9 The greatest 
weaknesses applicable to the study here 
described are (1) the assumption that all 
works cited were actually used by the re-
searcher, and (2) the likelihood that there 
may have been a tendency to cite works 
that were accessible and to omit those that 
were not. 
HYPOTHESIS AND 
METHODOLOGY 
User studies published in the literature 
indicate that, on an average and regard-
less of size, libraries have acquired 90 per-
cent of the materials requested by users. 10 
Without attempting to argue that this per-
centage constitutes either adequate or op-
timum support, we would nevertheless 
expect that doctoral students, as a discrete 
group, should have a success rate similar 
to that of other users. The hypothesis 
tested in this study is that the UCI Library 
collection includes 90 percent of the mate-
rials required by UCI doctoral candidates 
for their research. 
A random sample was selected from all 
dissertations completed at UCI during the 
last two quarters of the previous academic 
year. These were the most recent disserta-
tions available for the study and provided 
a sufficiently large population from which 
to draw the sample. References cited in 
the selected dissertations were checked 
against the library's holdings. An as-
sumption was made that the collection 
would not have changed significantly in 
the relatively short period since these par-
ticular students had completed their re-
search. 
The 36 dissertations from which the 
sample was drawn were divided into 
three broad fields of knowledge: the sci-
ences, social sciences, and humanities. 
Within each group the dissertations were 
listed alphabetically by author. A system-
atic random sample was obtained by se-
lecting every third dissertation listed, 
since the population was less than 100. 
This yielded 12 for the study, with a total 
of 1,384 citations. Of the 12 dissertations, 3 
fell into the humanities, 5 into the sci-
ences, and 4 belonged in the social sci-
ences. 
The citations appeared either in the 
form of a bibliography, where each title 
was cited one time only, or as a list of refer-
ences, in which some titles were repeated 
one or more times. For each dissertation 
the citations were divided into mono-
graphs, serials, or "other." Monographic 
titles, which included monographic se-
ries, were counted only the first time 
cited. Some. citations were for editions 
other than those owned by UCI. Because 
the use of variant editions by the research-
ers could not be readily understood, a de-
cision was made to count as held only 
those titles where the library's edition was 
the one cited or a later printing of the one 
cited, or else a simultaneous edition. Se-
rial titles were determined according to 
the AACR2 definition, except for mono-
graphic series, and included journals, pro-
ceedings, annuals, and other materials is-
sued periodically. These were considered 
to be duplicates and disregarded when the 
same volume for a particular title was cited 
more than once; when a different volume 
of that title was listed, it was counted as a 
separate citation, since many journals at 
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UCI have interrupted rtins, with missing 
volumes. 
The ''other'' category included a variety 
of unpublished materials, such as manu-
scripts, technical reports, and papers de-
livered orally or submitted for publication 
to unspecified journals. Titles falling into 
this group were ignored in the study be-
cause the library would not normally ex-
pect to collect this type of material; how-
ever, all dissertations cited were treated as 
monographs. Only 33 "other" citations 
were found, amounting to less than 3 per-
cent of the total. Of the remainder, 207 
were found to be duplicate citations, leav-
ing 1,144 monographs and serials to be 
checked against the library's holdings. 
Table 1 shows the distribution of cita-
tions broken down by field and by type of 
publication. The average number of cita-
tions per dissertation is 95.3, while the 
range extends from 11 to 162. 
Each citation was checked against the 
card catalog and the order file, or the seri-
als records. Those not located in the collec-
tion were reviewed for potential prob-
lems, such as works incorrectly cited, and 
where necessary, were rechecked. Fi-
nally, all of the data were reviewed for 
consistency and accuracy. 
RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 
The data obtained in the study were 
considered in two different ways. Table 2 
treats all citations as equal and classifies 
them by field and by type of publication. It 
shows the percentage of monographic or 
serial citations held by the library in each 
of the three broad fields of knowledge. 
The table also shows the results for all 
monographs and all serials, as well as for 
each field irrespective of the type of publi-
cation. The percentage of successes for the 
entire list of citations checked is 90.4, as 
shown in the ''Complete Survey'' line. 
The standard deviation has been calcu-
lated for the sample sizes and observed 
percentages, assuming a binomial distri-
bution. The error ratio column shows the 
difference between the observed percent-
age and the hypothesized 90 percent di-
vided by the standard deviation of the 
sample. If the ratio is less than ±1.96, then 
there is no statistically significant differ-
ence at the .05 probability level. In two 
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TABLE 1 
DISTRIBUTION OF CITATIONS BY 
FIELD AND TYPE OF PUBLICATION 
Field 
~~bllc~tion Humanities Sciences Social Sciences Totals No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Monographs 249 91 53 14 130 27 432 38 
Serials 26 9 337 86 349 73 712 62 
Totals 275 100 390 100 479 100 1,144 100 
TABLE2 
ANALYSIS OF CITATIONS BY FIELD 
AND TYPE OF PUBLICATION 
No. of 
GrouE Citations 
Monographs only 432 
Serials orily 712 
Humanities 275 
Sciences 390 
Social sciences 479 
ComElete survey 1,144 
cases a significant ratio was obtained, as 
indicated by the asterisks. 
Before analyzing these results, an alter-
nate approach was considered. A poten-
tially more useful way of looking at the 
results is to examine the mean or average 
of the percentage for students in each 
group, instead of the percentage of all cita-
tions in each group. This second approach 
is oriented toward the user and reflects the 
effectiveness of the library in meeting the 
needs of the individual student. 
Table 3 shows the mean of the percent-
ages of references that students in each 
group found in the library by type of pub-
lication and by field. It is clear that the data 
differ from that in table 2. These differ-
ences occur because each dissertation 
does not have the same number of cita-
tions. In those cases where only a few ref-
erences were cited, each of these has a 
Standard Error 
%Found Deviation Ratio 
88.2 1.55 1.163 
91.7 1.03 1.658 
92.0 1.64 1.223 
95.1 1.09 4.704* 
85.6 1.60 -2.746* 
90.4 .87 .441 
greater weight in establishing the mean 
probability that the individual student's 
citations will or will not be found in the li-
brary than in the case of dissertations with 
a large number. of citations. 
The data in table 3 were analyzed to de-
termine if there is any statistical basis for 
rejecting the 90 percent support hypothe-
sis based on the experience of the individ-
ual students who formed the various sam-
ple groups. For each group the mean and 
standard deviations of the sample per-
centages were calculated, with the results 
shown in table 3. Because of the small 
number of cases in each set of samples, at-
test was used to determine if there was a 
statistically significant difference from the 
hypothesized 90 percent support level. A 
.05 or less probability level was selected as 
significant. The t-test score and .05 t value 
are also shown in table 3. In only one case 
TABLE 3 
GrouE 
Monographs only 
Serials only 
Humanities 
Sciences 
Social sciences 
ComElete survey 
ANALYSIS OF DISSERTATIONS BY 
FIELD AND TYPE OF PUBLICATION 
%of 
No. of Citations Standard 
Dissertations Found Deviation 
12 80.6 27.5 
12 90.2 7.3 
3 91.6 5.3 
5 93.7 3.2 
4 85.9 8.3 
12 90.6 6.4 
.05 
t t 
Score Value 
1.185 2.20 
.100 2.20 
.427 2.57 
2.352* 2.26 
.849 2.44 
.306 2.20 
was a significant deviation observed, as 
indicated by the asterisk. 
In two cases in table 2 (sciences and so-
cial sciences) and one in table 3 (sciences), 
the observed percentages lie outside the 
range of expected values. Since the rest of 
the results confirm the hypothesis of 90 
percent support, the possibility of other 
factors not considered by this study 
should be examined to determine why the 
observed support level for these two areas 
deviates from the expected norm, one 
above and the other below. These differ-
ences can be explained in two ways: first, 
as due to the sample size and the expected 
random distribution of results for the 
given size of sample; or second, because 
the actual support level for particular 
groups of users (such as graduate stu-
dents in a given field) differs from the 90 
percent hypothesized for the collection as 
a whole. 
The data for each dissertation are given 
in table 4. It shows that the 90 percent level 
is exceeded by all five of the dissertations 
in the sciences and by two out of three in 
the humanities, while three out of four in 
the social sciences fall below that level. 
The average number of citations found fell 
within ±7 percentage points of 90 percent 
except for dissertation no. 10 in the social 
sciences. In this exceptional case, the dif-
ference of 14 percent suggests the exis-
tence of special factors. A review of the 
dissertation indicates that it relied heavily 
on law journals for its references. Since 
UCI has no law school, these materials are 
collected on a very selective basis; thus 
many of the journal titles or specific vol-
umes of these titles that were cited were 
not held by the library. Possible causes for 
the deviation in the science dissertations 
might be either the selection procedures 
for these areas, faculty influence in these-
lection of dissertation topics, or other fac-
tors not identified in this study. 
CONCLUSIONS 
The hypothesis that the UCI Library col-
lection includes 90 percent of the materials 
required by UCI doctoral candidates for 
their research is accepted when the entire 
list of citations is considered. However, 
when the data are subdivided by field 
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and/or type of publication, the hypothesis 
can be accepted only if all the cases pass 
the statistical test used. Since in three in-
stances they failed the test, the hypothesis 
must be rejected unless special circum-
stances can be shown to exist. The one 
case in the social sciences represents an 
abnormal situation, where the disserta-
tion involved relied heavily on a type of 
material collected very selectively at UCI 
due to the lack of a strong program in that 
particular field. Moreover, the test failure 
was true only for the analysis of the cita-
tions (table 2) and not when the disserta-
tions were considered (table 3). 
The other two instances of statistical test 
failure occurred for the sciences, both in 
the analysis of citations and of disserta-
tions. The conclusion seems to be that the 
hypothesis does not hold for the sciences 
but is accepted for the humanities and so-
cial sciences. Since the sample mean for 
the sciences is above 90 percent, a further 
conclusion to be drawn is that the sciences 
receive a higher level of support than the 
other fields . This finding could be used as 
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a factor in determining future allocation of 
library materials funding. 
The data for each dissertation (table 4) 
showing that three of the four samples in 
the social sciences fall below the 90 per-
cent level suggests that it might be useful 
to examine all of the social sciences disser-
tations in the original population of thirty-
six to determine whether this pattern is 
typical. If it is, an effort could then be 
made to strengthen collection support in 
this particular field by increasing contacts 
with graduate students or by other appro-
priate means. . . 
As one would expect, the humanities 
dissertations rely mostly on monographic 
references (91 percent), and the vast ma-
jority of the citations in the science disser-
tations are from journals (86 percent). The 
social sciences lie somewhere between 
those two fields, but with a much greater 
reliance on serials (73 percent) than on 
monographs. The data indicate that the 
level of support for serials at UCI is higher 
than for monographic materials. Al-
though the difference does not seem par-
ticularly significant in the analysis of the 
citations, the analysis of dissertations 
shows a difference nf 10 percent. The 
higher level for serials could be explained 
in a number of ways, including the fact 
that the universe of monographic titles is 
much larger and consequently more diffi-
cult to identify and to acquire, especially 
when retrospective materials are consid-
ered. 
It appears that citation analysis can pro-
vide a valuable tool for evaluating collec-
tion support for doctoral research and that 
it can be applied to all fields in measuring 
research use of a library. Future studies of 
this type might include publication dates 
of materials cited when data are gathered. 
An analysis of the age of the publications 
cited in each field or in specific disciplines 
could provide helpful information for col-
lection development decisions and could 
be useful as a predictor for establishing cri-
teria for deselection in each field or disci-
pline. It might also be interesting to devise 
a study that would compare the level of 
collection support for doctoral research 
with the level provided for faculty re-
search, since selection information is gen-
erally obtained from the faculty. 
The findings of the UCI study tend to 
confirm other user studies indicating that 
libraries, on an average, acquire 90 per-
cent of the materials requested by users. 
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Had the hypothesis been worded to state 
that the collection includes at least 90 per-
cent of these materials, the correlation 
would have been even stronger. 
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Long-Range Effectiveness of 
Library Use Instruction 
John Cornell Selegean, Martha Lou Thomas, · 
and Marie Louise Richman 
If recent literature reviews are an indica-
tion, interest in bibliographic instruction 
is on the rise. 1 However, most studies 
have been undertaken without sufficient 
emphasis on evaluating study outcomes. 2 
Werking suggested that the costs in dol-
lars and staff time involved in full-scale 
evaluations were the main reasons for 
their lack in most library instruction stud-
ies.3 Brewer and Hills points out that "the 
absence of any generally accepted criteria 
perhaps helps to explain the trend in li-
brary instruction to favour evaluation ac-
cording to relative standards.''4 
Given the current constraints on finan-
cial resources available to higher educa-
tion, the need for thorough program eval-
uation/justification techniques is becom-
ing more, not less, important. Library in-
structional research funds are becoming 
less available for specific, local impact pro-
grams and are being granted more and 
more to studies investigating such broad 
impact programs as standardized instruc-
tional evaluation techniques. 5 
Of library instruction studies with eval-
uations, the evaluation efforts seem to fall 
into one or more of three categories-
opinion surveys, knowledge testing, and 
actual library use observation. 6 Two good 
examples of the use of observation for in-
structional evaluation can be found in 
works by Adams/ and Kramer and Kra-
mer. 8 It is interesting to note that Kramer 
and Kramer used aggregate library circu-
lation records in place of actual observa-
tion in their attempts to correlate library 
use and freshman persistence at their in-
stitution. The study is important in that it 
used objective measures for library use-
book loan records-rather than relying on 
data provided by multiple observers such. 
as was found in the Adams investigation. 
Opinion surveys have probably seen the 
most use in library instruction evaluation 
efforts.9 Studies by Lubans, Frick, Olev-
nik, King, and Person are representative 
of the range of opinion survey efforts in li-
brary instruction evaluation.10 The major 
drawbacks of opinion surveys are that 
questions tend to reflect the biases of the 
instrument's developers, and the data 
generated do not measure the effective-
ness of the instruction. 11 
The pretest/posttest paradigm is becom-
ing more popular in bibliographic educa-
tion research, as it utilizes easily quantifi-
able, objective data in evaluating 
instructional effectiveness. Hughes and 
Flandreau used this technique to deter-
mine bibliographic information acquisi-
tion and retention in students at Berea 
College in Berea, Kentucky. 12 Similarly, 
Wiggens, Frick, and Olevnik used the pre-
test/posttest research design in library in-
struction evaluation. 13 
One problem with most pretest/posttest 
studies is that the variables measured 
have very specific local application and 
cannot be generalized to other settings. 
John Cornell Selegean is administrative analyst in the Office of Information and Systems Management, Univer-
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That is, one institution may evaluate sub-
sequent student performance on such 
nuts-and-bolts tasks as card catalog read-
ing ability, while another school may eval-
uate students on general knowledge of 
how to research a term paper. Both col-
leges would be evaluating library use in-
struction, yet their results are not directly 
comparable. · 
Another problem with most pretest/ 
posttest library instruction studies is that 
evaluation is usually limited to shor.t-term 
information retention. Thus, long-term 
retention of library instruction training, 
which may be a more effective indicator of 
program effectiveness, is not usually ex-
amined. 
One recent study used a panel research 
design and multiple regression tech-
niques to evaluate long-term library skills 
retention in students who took a library 
skills course.14 The study found that stu-
dents who actively used the learned skills 
after the course had the best long-term 
skills retention. However, the study 
found no significant relation between li-
brary skills retention and SAT scores or 
eventual grade point averages. 
The long-term skills retention study rep-
resents a step forward in libr~ instruc-
tion evaluation methodology .15 The use of 
a measur-e not directly associated with a li-
brary course may provide generalizability 
of results not usually available in library 
instructional evaluation efforts. 
Hardesty et al. hinted that their statisti-
cally insignificant SAT -score and grade-
point-average results might have been re-
lated to an "ecological fallacy" (other 
extraneous, uncontrolled variables). 16 For 
instance, prior intellectual abilities (mea-
sured by SAT scores) were not matched 
. for the library skills and control groups. 
This could have resulted in an inappro-
priate comparison between figurative ap-
ples and oranges instead of equivalent 
student groups. 
Another study on the long-range effects 
of library use instruction on subsequent 
academic performance was done by P. S. 
Breivik. 17 In this study, ter:m paper writing 
scores and long-range course completion 
rates were found to be significantly im-
proved for students participating in a li-
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brary orientation course. 
The current study was conducted to 
evaluate the impact of the ''Biblio Strat-
egy" course on eventual student aca-
demic success, as measured by grade 
point average, student persistence, and 
graduation rate. The specific hypotheses 
tested were that students completing the 
library instruction course would have sta-
tistically higher grade point averages at 
graduation or upon leaving UCI than stu-
dents who did not take the course and that 
the ''Biblio Strategy'' students would also 
have significantly higher persistence and 
graduation rates. 
An additional goal of this study was to 
develop an evaluation tool that could be 
applied to a broad range of library use in-
struction courses. Such a tool could make 
comparisons between programs at differ-
ent institutions much easier than has been 
previously possible. 
METHODOLOGY 
Course 
''Biblio Strategy,'' a two-unit course for 
credit, has been offered each quarter at the 
University of California-Irvine (UCI) since 
spring 1974. Lectures on the organization 
of knowledge, the research process, and 
information resources are reinforced by 
assignments within the library. Comple-
tion of the course is marked by each stu-
dent's compilation of an annotated bibli-
ography of thirty citations on a subject of 
choice. The course is particularly recom-
mended for those simultaneously taking 
classes where a research paper is required. 
Enrollment in a single section of ''Biblio 
Strategy'' ranges from twelve to thirty 
students per quarter. 
Subjects 
The initial population consisted of 512 
undergraduates who completed the li-
brary use course between fall quarter 1975 
and spring quarter 1979. Of the 512 "Bib-
lio Strategy'' students, 278 who had no re-
corded SAT scores were dropped from the 
analysis, leaving 234 students in the final 
study sample. A control sample of 234 stu-
dents who did not take the library instruc-
tion course was randomly selected bfa 
means of the SPSS utility SAMPLE. 8 
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Three variables were used as criteria for 
the pairwise matching of the ''Biblio Strat-
egy'' students and the members of the 
control group-college major, class level, 
and combined SAT scores. All matchings 
were done with data from the fall quarter 
of the academic year in which the ''Biblio 
Strategy'' member of each pair took the li-
brary instruction course. Students were 
matched exactly on college major (e.g., 
history majors were paired with history 
majors). Students were matched exactly 
on class level (e.g., freshmen with fresh-
men). Finally, student pairs were matched 
on combined SAT mathematics and verbal 
scores to within one standard deviation of 
each other. 
Outcome Variables 
Outcome variables were grade point av-
erage (measured on a 4 point scale), stu-
dent persistence (in quarters of atten-
dance after the course), and graduation 
rates. Grade point averages were obtained 
as of the end of spring quarter 1982 or 
when a student left UCI, whichever came 
first. Persistence rate was defined as the 
number of quarters a student remained at 
the university after the library use course 
was taken. Graduation was treated as a bi-
polarvariable, with students either gradu-
ating or not by the end of the spring 1982 
quarter. 
Data Analysis 
Grade point averages and student per-
sistence rates were analyzed using stu-
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dents' t-tests for paired data. 19 Graduation 
rate was analyzed using the chi-square 
statistic. 20 . · 
RESULTS 
Mean variable values for study and 
match students can be found in table 1. 
These data provide a comparison between 
students who took the ''Biblio Strategy'' 
course and the matched control group. 
The statistical significance of the results is 
shown in table 2. As shown, the SAT 
scores analysis indicated no significant 
difference between study and control sub-
jects. This was expected, since the control 
group was selected specifically to match 
the study group. No analyses were done 
on college major or class level, since the 
control group was selected specifically to 
match the study group exactly on these 
variables. 
Statistical analysis of the results indi-
cated significant differences between 
study and control groups for the variables 
grade point average and persistence rate, 
but no significant difference was found 
between groups for graduation rate. 
Students who completed the library use 
course were found to have an average of 
0.15 point higher grade point averages 
and an average of 2. 9 more quarters of 
attendance than the match group. 
DISCUSSION 
All of the library instruction evaluation 
studies cited in the introduction found 
some positive relationship between the li-
TABLE 1 
Variable 
SAT scores 
Grade point average 
Quarters enrolled 
Graduation rate 
Variable 
SAT scores 
Grade point average 
Persistence rate 
Graduation rate 
MEAN VARIABLE VALUES 
Biblio 
Students 
948.3 
2.85 
14.1 
40.3% 
TABLE 2 
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS RESULTS 
n of · 
Test Pairs df 
t-test 234 233 
t-test 234 233 
t-test 234 233 
X-sguare 1 
Statistic 
Value 
1.54 
3.22 
2.21 
3.09 
Match 
Group 
964.1 
2.70 
11.2 
56.5% 
2-Tail 
Probability 
p > 0.05 
p > 0.01 
p > 0.05 
p > 0.05 
brary use course and student performance 
or perceptions. Most of the studies, 
though, viewed the library use course im-
pact as ending at the door to the library. 
Only a few of the recent studies investi-
gated the broader implications of library 
use skills acquisition on later student aca-
demic performance. 
Kramer and Kramer found that student 
use of the library correlated significantly 
with grade point average. 21 Hardesty et al. 
were unable to demonstrate a significant 
relationship between library skills acquisi-
tion and academic performance improve-
ments, possibly due to extraneous vari-
ables. 22 The fact that the current study 
found a statistically significant improve-
ment in library instruction students' 
performance relative to that of the match 
sample provides confirmation of Kramer 
and Kramer's results. 
Kramer and Kramer also determined 
that students who used the library tended 
to remain in schoollon§er than those who 
did not use the library. Similarly, Breivik 
found higher course completion rates for 
library instruction course enrollees.24 The 
present study, in finding that "Biblio 
Strategy '' students stayed at the univer-
sity significantly longer than their 
matched counterparts, again confirmed 
Kramer and Kramer's, as well as Breivik' s, 
work. 
The current investigation attempted to 
expand the study of long-term library use 
skills retention through the use of gradua-
tion rates as an additional instructional ef-
fectiveness indicator. However, no signif-
icant difference was found between the 
"Biblio Strategy" and match groups on 
this variable. It is possible that the ''Biblio 
Strategy" students, in remaining at the 
university longer than the match stu-
dents, had artificially lowered their group 
graduation rate. It is also possible that the 
"Biblio Strategy" course, while influenc-
ing students enough to keep them at the 
university, might not have been enough 
by itself to retain students through to 
graduation. 
The second goal of this study was to 
demonstrate the usefulness of long-range 
academic performance as a measure of the 
effectiveness of library instruction pro-
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grams. The study found that a matched-
pairs analysis of long-range student per-
formance data was an effective tool, one 
that compensated for the shortcomings of 
previous library instruction evaluation 
techniques. It controlled for certain forms 
of variance (i.e., preexisting academic 
abilities as measured by SAT scores, dif-
fering fields of study, and class level), 
which have not been accounted for in 
other investigations. Additionally, the use 
of long-range academic performance as an 
indicator of instructional success elimi-
nates the instructor effect that often biases 
student opinion survey results. 
Another advantage of this evaluation 
technique is that archival student per-
formance data are usually available at col-
leges and universities. The information is 
not subject to the differing interpretations 
generally associated with opinion survey 
results or single term paper grades, but 
rather presents an overall picture of later 
student performance after library use in-
struction is completed. 
However, the reader should be aware 
that this evaluation tool is not flawless. 
The matching control variables used here 
may not be the only significant contribu-
tors to academic performance. Other vari-
ables, one example being student employ-
ment while attending school, could also 
impact subsequent academic perform-
ance. 
Further, this methodology is not meant 
to stand alone as a library instruction eval-
uation tool. It does not have the inherent 
sensitivity to assess the effectiveness of in-
dividual course components. It cannot, 
for instance, tell how well a student who 
took the library course uses the card cata-
log relative to students who did not take 
the course. It does not even tell how much 
more effectively library use instruction 
students use the campus library. What the 
methodology does point out is the appar-
ent degree to which library use instruction 
benefits overall student academic per-
formance. To the extent that this method-
ology provides an objective measure of 
the value of library use instruction, one 
which can be applied at many institutions 
of higher education, it is a useful evalua-
tion tool. · 
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required to deal with it effectively. 
To aid your efforts, lSI offers a program 
of special recognition to reward and 
encourage advances in the fields of 
library and information science. 
We view this program as a positive 
reinforcement for excellence; an 
incentive to those gifted persons who 
can make significant contributions to the 
information community. And most of all, 
this program is lSI's way of saying, "We 
need more people like you!" 
For more information on any aspect of 
our program, please contact Susan 
McDonald, Director of Communications. 
cO ~D c· Institute for 
c::0 Scientific Information 
3501 Market Street 
Philade lphia, PA 19104 U .S.A . 
Tel. : (215) 386·0100, Cable: SCINFO, Telex: 84·5305 
... so are the 
peoplew_ho 
manage It. 
lSI's Program of Special 
Recognition 
Outstanding Information Science Teacher 
Award--administered by the American Society for In-
formation Science (ASIS); $500 awarded annually to 
individuals who demonstrate sustained excellence in 
teaching information science. 
Samuel Lazerow fellowship-administered by the 
Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL); 
$1,000 grant honoring outstanding contributions to 
acquisition or technical services in an academic or 
research library. 
Samuel Lazerow Lecture Series--delivered annu-
ally at various universities with departments of library 
or information science; distinguished speakers are se-
lected by the host universities. 
frank Bradway Rogers Information Advancement 
Award--administered by the Medical Library Associ-
ation; $500 awarded annually to a librarian who has 
made an outstanding contribution to the application of 
technology in delivering health sciences information. 
Doctoral Dissertation Scholarship-administered 
by the ACRL; $I, 000 awarded annually to a student 
working on a dissertation on academic librarianship. 
lSI Information Science Doctoral Dissertation 
Scholarship-administered by ASIS; $1 ,000 awarded 
annually to a doctoral student working on his or her 
dissertation. 
lSI/Special Libraries Association Scholarship-
$1,000 given annually to a beginning doctoral candi -
date. 
Outstanding Paper Award-£250 awarded annu-
ally in recognition of the author of the best paper 
published in the Journal of ln{onnation Science of the 
Institute of Information Scientists. Administered by the 
journal. 
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Letters 
To the Editor: 
I am writing to express our dismay at the publication of an essay as methodologically 
flawed as the Calhoun and Bracken article, ''An Index of Publisher Quality for the Aca-
demic Library," which appeared in the May, 1983 issue of College and Research Libraries. 
This "study" does a great disservice to publishers and librarians alike. In particular, it 
comes to an unfair and inaccurate conclusion concerning Greenwood Press' publications. 
The major premise of the article is that one can construct a "ratio" to determine "pub-
lisher quality'' by comparing a publisher's output, as cited in Literary Market Place, to the 
number of "Outstanding Academic Book" citations the publisher receives. Herein lies a 
major methodological error. · 
The output figures which appear in Literary Market Place are a publisher's total (my em-
phasis), not its scholarly, output. Thus, for example, Doubleday's total output is heavily 
weighted toward fiction and children's literature, while McGraw-Hill's is weighted toward 
elementary as well as advanced textbooks. Are fiction, children's literature, or most text-
books candidates for Choice reviews or Outstanding Academic Book recognition?-Of 
course not. In the case of Greenwood, the total output cited in Literary Market Place consists 
of reprints as well as original titles. Are reprints candidates for review? Again, no! Had our 
original scholarly titles been published under another imprint (as Macmillan does with its 
Free Press imprint, for example), allowing us to report those titles separately, the authors' 
conclusions would have been entirely different. Thus, the use of total output figures, as 
reported in Literary Market Place, distorts an assessment of a publisher's scholarly list and 
invalidates Calhoun and Bracken's major premise. 
How serious is the distortion? Using Greenwood as the example, if reprints are removed 
from total output, one arrives at 113 average original publications during the five year pe-
riod under review (565 total output minus 452 reprints). During the period used in the arti-
cle, original books represented only 20% of the Press' total output! Following the logic of 
Calhoun and Bracken's essay, then, Greenwood's "ratio," a "measure of publisher qual-
ity (at least seen by this one review source)," can be compiled (1:18.33). This results in an 
"indexing value" of 1.25, a considerable difference from the .24 initially arrived at due to 
the distortion. This would also completely alter the authors' premise concerning their li-
brary's purchases of Greenwood's publications. Assuming their purchases included re-
prints and new books in the same relationship as the Press' output, the correct "index 
value" would have dictated greater purchases, not less. 
Obviously, a better approach would have been to survey all reviews in Choice during the · 
last five years and then construct a percentage of Outstanding Academic Books based on all 
reviews. However, even this approach would not indicate ''quality'' as Outstanding Aca-
demic Books are selected not only with quality in mind, but appropriateness as well for 
undergraduate libraries. Therefore, publishers that issue upper level and specialized refer-
ence materials, even quality materials, would be adversely affected. 
To come to the conclusions reached by the authors on such flawed methodology does a 
serious injustice to trade and textbook houses and, perhaps, irreparable damage to a schol-
483 
484 College & Research Libraries November 1983 
arly publisher such as Greenwood Press. We appreciate being given this opportunity to 
point out these facts to the readers of College and Research Libraries. 
To the Editor: 
DR. JAMES T. SABIN 
Vice President, Editorial 
Greenwood Press, Westport, Connecticut 
I am writing to express my concern about the article by Calhoun and Bracken on pub-
lisher quality (CRL, v. 44 (May 1983), p. 257-59). 
Among the many methodological flaws embodied in the article, perhaps the most funda-
mental is the failure of the authors to realize that the universe of titles reviewed by Choice 
does not accurately reflect the universe of publishing appropriate to an academic library. 
In the first place, Choice has a pronounced bias toward the traditional scholarly mono-
graph published by a university press. Other types of books essential to an academic li-
brary which are published by a commercial or small press are much less likely to be re-
viewed. As a consequence, any index based exclusively on Choice is automatically 
misleading if used to assess the major publishers of academic titles. Even if a major com-
mercial publisher, such as Harper & Row or Academic Press, produced the highest quality 
scholarly monographs, it would still end up with a low quality score because so many titles 
represent trade or textbook publications. 
In addition, Choice carries a disproportionate number of reviews in the humanities and 
the more humanistic social sciences. As a result, the index constructed by Calhoun and 
Bracken is hopelessly biased toward publishers that emphasize the traditional liberal arts 
fields. (Within this context the relatively low rating of even such respected university 
presses as Oxford and Cambridge is explained by the high proportion of titles in science 
and medicine that they produce rather than any qualitative deficiencies in the books them-
selves.) 
Publishing quality is an important criterion in a selection decision. Unfortunately, any 
academic library that bases its acquisition decisions on this index will do a disservice to the 
mass of its users. Moreover, since I seriously doubt that an unbiased quality index for all 
publishing appropriate to an academic library can be created, the selector is best advised to 
read reviews and talk with faculty in order to determine which publishers are the best for a 
specific subject field or a specific kind of book. This information can then prove useful as a 
guide to the early selection of titles. 
Finally, I would like to point out that while quality is important, it is secondary to need, 
especially in the case of a library with limited funds for book purchases. As a result, even if 
a valid quality index had been constructed, I strongly disagree with Calhoun and Bracken 
that this constitutes ''convincing evidence'' that a library ipso facto should be buying more 
from the high scorers. 
LUKE SWINDLER 
Social Sciences Bibliographer 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill Library 
To the Editor: 
I read with interest the article by John Calhoun and James K. Bracken in the May, 1983 
issue of College and Research Libraries and would like to point out a flaw in their survey. By 
using the Literary Market Place's numbers on publishers' output they are skewing the report 
in favor of academic houses. The commercial publishers' statistics include certain catego-
ries of titles that would never be purchased by a library such as theirs-juveniles, cook-
books, textbooks, etc. Our colleagues at Random House, for example, whom they excoriate 
in their commentary, is the largest children's book publisher in America (over 150 titles a 
year), and its 500-odd average also includes Vintage paperbacks, a category their survey 
doubtless ignores. (The trade division of Random House, in fact, published approximately 
86 adult hardcover titles ·in 1981.) The same is certainly true of Harper & Row, McGraw-
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Hill, and Doubleday. Incidentally, Knopf's average annual number of adult general titles 
in 1977-81 was 110. 
Frankly, I think the authors should have stuck to the raw numbers from the OAB, al-
though I understand how this can favor the larger publishers. But I believe it would be 
fairer than their ratio method, and I hope there is some way that the readers of College and 
Research Libraries can be informed as to how their survey went astray, particularly since 
they are recommending that academic libraries buy fewer titles from Random House and 
other commercial firms. It all underlines the perils of using another organization's statistics 
without realizing how they are compiled. 
ASHBEL GREEN 
Vice President, Senior Editor 
Alfred A. Knopf Incorporated, New York, New York 
To the Editor: 
Thank you for inviting us to respond to the letters you received from Mr. Swindler and 
Dr. Sabin in response to our article" An Index of Publisher Quality for the Academic Li-
brary" which appeared in C&RL, May 1983. 
First, with regard to the claim of Mr. Swindler's letter that Choice showed ''a pronounced 
bias'' toward the traditional scholarly monograph published by a university press, we refer 
to Beth Macleod's "Library Journal and Choice: A Review of Reviews," Journal of Academic 
Librarianship 7, no. 1 (Mar. 1981): 23-28, which found "Predictably, Choice's selections were 
somewhat more scholarly, although the differences when measured in broad categories 
were modest. Thus, 32 percent of Choice's books came from university presses, compared 
to only 18 percent of Library Journal's books. But a majority of the books reviewed by ·both 
journals were published by commercial presses-65 percent of those in Choice and 81 per-
cent of those in Library Journal." Books essential to an academic library published by a com-
mercial press are "much less likely" to be reviewed? Quite the contrary: Choice reviewed 
commercial press books twice as often as university press books. 
Also, when Swindler alleges that Choice carried ''a disproportionate number'' of reviews 
in the humanities and more humanistic social sciences, Ms. Macleod reported "The broad 
differences between the two journals with regard to the subjects of books reviewed was 
modest and attributable in part to Library Journal's more extensive reviewing of fiction." 
She also observed "A higher proportion of Choice books was in science (18 percent com-
pared to 10 percent in Library Journal).'' If Swindler's notion that ''the relatively low rating'' 
of such respected presses as Oxford and Cambridge could be explained by the high propor-
tion of titles in science and medicine that they produce (we fail to see how our assigning an 
indexing v'alue of 1.0 to the 1:22.7 figure enjoyed by both could result in "a relatively low 
rating"), then an academic library which based its acquisitions decisions on this particular 
index would not be doing "the mass of its users" a disservice at all-far from it. Choice 
reviewed almost twice as many science titles as the other major reviewing source. 
Finally, concerning Swindler's point that ''while quality is important, it is secondary to 
need," we trust that the 14,000 undergraduates, many of whom will feel that they "need" 
to make A~s on their term papers and exams, will be satisfied with all the less than out-
standing academic books on the shelves of the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 
Library. 
Second, to follow the reasoning of Dr. Sabin's letter, we should construct a ratio, not of 
OAB titles to total titles, but of OAB titles to scholarly titles. Thus the ratios for Greenwood 
Press in columns 1 and 2 should be 6:113 and 1:18.83, and (discounting the good doctor's 
arithmetic difficulties) the "correct" indexing value for Greenwood Press in column 3 
should be 1.21. 
Then Sabin assumes we should purchase new books and reprints "in the same relation-
ship as the Press' output" (the argument based on "need" in its most elemental form: we 
''need'' to purchase a lot of books because they publish a lot of books; we are not sure we see 
the connection here). Thus because we were willing to buy 24% of what Oxford and Cam-
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bridge published, we should be willing to buy 30% of Greenwood Press's 113 original ti-
tles; and then, because those 113 were only 20% of what they published, we should also be 
willing to buy 30% of Greenwood Press's 452 reprints-for a grand total of 170 titles. . 
Wait a minute! Doesn't this sound like V. K. Ratliff's story about Pat Stamper's horse? 
We were already buying more titles from Greenwood Press than from Harvard University 
Press (which reprints the Loeb Classical Library); now we are supposed to double this mim-
ber? We think not. A record company that produced a hundred new albums, half a dozen 
of which were hits, on Monday, and then produced a hundred golden oldie albums on 
Tuesday, another hundred golden oldie albums on Wednesday, another hundred on 
Thursday, and another hundred on Friday could, on the same basis, claim to rival Motown 
Records. But golden oldies do not jump onto albums all by themselves. Someone (the 
sound engineer, let us say), who could have been spending Tuesday through Friday re-
cording potential hits, had to spend time mixing golden oldies. So, we believe, is the situa-
tion at Greenwood Press: four out of five days in their production week (by their own ac-
count) the editorial staff does something besides edit original scholarly titles. This is what 
distinguishes their situation from Free Press's and Macmillan's. That they do not have a 
chance to boogie most of the week is no fault of ours. Our treatment of Greenwood Press 
was reasonable and fair: they received exactly the same consideration we gave the other 
fifty-nine publishers in the study (some of whom also issue reprints). Any of the other fifty-
nine could try to improve his lot by not counting certain titles. (Any of the sixty could also 
try to improve his lot by publishing more outstanding titles, but so far only Temple Univer-
sity Press has called to say this is their intention.) We believe our methodology, of discover-
ing what proportion of a publisher's total output is composed of outstanding academic 
books, is sound, and we will continue to use and recommend it. 
· To the Editor: 
JOHN C. CALHOUN, Technical Services Librarian 
JAMES K. BRACKEN, Reader Services Librarian 
Seymour Library, Knox College, Galesburg, Illinois 
In what I considered an otherwise interesting issue of C&RL Ouly 1983, Vol. 44, No.4), I 
was distressed to see the gratuitous appendix on elementary algebraic principles that ap-
peared on page 234. 
No self-respecting professional librarian or information specialist should need this kind 
of rudimentary instruction in mathematics. It is not only gratuitous, it is insulting and em-
barrassing. Since I cannot imagine that the author wanted such an appendix herself, I must 
assume that it was published on the advice of the editorial staff or the reviewers. In any 
case, it has no place in one of our major professional journals. 
To the Editor: 
CHARLES H. DAVIS 
Dean, Graduate School of Library and Information Science 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
In response to Charles H. Davis's letter of August 10, 1983, wherein he comments on 
Appendix A, p. 234, C&RL, Vol. 44:4 (July, 1983): 
In doing research for my article, I found that many professionals do not know elementary 
algebra. Hence, I included the Appendix for their benefit. 
But, whatever the merits of the Appendix, I would rather Mr. Davis appraise the content 
of the article itself. 
To the Editor: 
DONNA LEE KURKUL 
William Allan Neilson Library 
Smith College, Northampton, Massachusetts 
I have received Donna Lee Kurkul's letter of August 23, and wish to reaffirm my earlier 
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position that Appendix A of her paper in College & Research Libraries should have been omit-
ted. The inclusion of this Appendix is, in my opinion, the most remarkable thing .about the 
article, and I feel so strongly about the issue that I intend to write an editorial in Library and 
Infonnation Science Research for whiCh I serve as Associate Editor. While I don't doubt Ms. 
Kurkul's assertion that she found ''that many professionals do not know elementary alge-
bra,'' I don't know how representative her sample might be, and I find it distressing that 
professional librarians might be wandering around with such poor preparation. Individ-
uals who do not possess this basic knowledge have not received a good education in the 
liberal arts and sciences, and they should not be admitted to our schools, let alone gradu-
ated from them. 
To the Editor: 
CHARLES H. DAVIS 
Dean, Graduate School of Library and Information Science 
University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign 
In Johanna Ross' research note entitled Observations of Browsing Behavior in the Academic 
Library (v. 44, #4; July, 1983), she describes a research technique used to record patron's 
browsing that she calls "unobtrusive technique," but I call spying or peeping. I wonder 
who gave Ms. Ross permission to have her associates spy on the patrons? 
If I am ever confronted with someone using an ''unobtrusive technique'' on me, whether 
for research or any other reason, they had better be ready to defend themselves with their 
"clipboard with data forms attached." 
LESLIE R. MORRIS 
Director of the Library, Xavier University, New Orleans, Louisiana 
To the Editor: 
In reply to the letter regarding my article, I wish to reply: 
The Code of Federal Regulations, 45CFR 46.101 (b) (4), specifically states that research in-
volving the observation (including observation by participants) of public behavior is ex-
empt from review. The one possible criteria, the linking of data and subjects, that might 
have made the data subject to review, was not present in this case. 
No attempt was (or could) be made to connect a particular area of the subject classifica-
tion being browsed to any individual. The focus was on the general subject area of the clas-
sification(s) being browsed. 
The terms ''spying'' and ''peeping'' seem rather strong words to use to describe the re-
cording of the number of books a science patron scans in the course of making a book selec-
tion. Even should it be possible to identify the exact title of the book removed from the shelf 
and replaced, one could hardly identify the section or page. Furthermore, should this have 
been capable of being accomplished, there is nothing titillating about science literature. 
I believe this will adequately reply to his critique. 
JOHANNA ROSS 
Librarian, University of California, Davis 
To the Editor: 
We appreciated the thoughtful and favorable review of our recent publication, Online 
Search Strategies, in the July 1983 issue of College & Research Libraries. 
However, I would like to correct the puzzling reference to the book as "the first in a Pro-
fessional Librarians series.'' The Knowledge Industry Publications Professional Librarian 
series has been in existence for many years. It now has some 25 books in print. Quite a few 
have been reviewed in College & Research Libraries. 
Your readers might also like to know that Online Search Strategies is available in a hard-
cover edition, as well as the paper edition specified in the bibliographic note. The hard-
cover version is $37.50; ISBN 0-86729-005-6. 
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Book reviews in College & Research Libraries are consistently informative and well-written. 
We are gratified by your attention to our publications. 
ADRIENNE HICKEY 
Asst. Vice President & Senior Editor 
Knowledge Industry Publications, Inc., White Plains, New York 
To the Editor: 
Our librarian emeritus, Paul Bixler, has asked if we know of a library with an interest in 
collecting materials about book publishing and distribution in developing countries. Mr. 
Bixler has turned over to us some mimeographed materials on this subject, in most cases 
prepared in the early 1960s under contract for the U.S. Agency for International Develop-
ment. Please write to me if you would like to have these materials. 
RUTH BENT 
Librarian for Public Service 
Olive Kettering Library, Antioch College, Yellow Springs, Ohio 
Faxon figures. 
Productivity is a critical concern in today's library. That's why more and more decision makers are looking 
into Faxon. We can be the best source for all of your journal and continuation subscriptions. Our services 
enable you to devote your valuable personnel resources to other crucial library functions. 
As a full service agent with access to more than 150,000 different periodicals, we can handle ordering, 
claiming, check-in, and routing. Our growing international network links you to other libraries, publishers, 
and in the near future, other online systems. 
If you can profit from improved productivity, a call to Faxon figures. 
1-800-225-6055 
or 1-617-329-3350 (collect) &:on 
ON THE FRONTIER OF INFORMATION MANAGEMENT 
F.W. Faxon Company, Inc . 15 Southwest Park Westwood, MA 02090 
· UMI delivers The Times. 
UMI, one of the world's leading suppli- ~~~~~~~1 ers of infonnation products, is pleased to announce a new arrangement to publish the hardcopy New York Times 
Index and to produce The New York 
Times in microform. 
These New York Times products 
combine to create a vital infonnation 
source for a broad range of patrons. 
For government officials who want 
to keep abreast of world events. 
For students writing term 
papers. For business 
University 
Micr6ftlms 
International 
researchers who monitor commercial 
trends . In short, for anyone who needs 
infonnation in a convenient, accessible 
fonnat on a variety of historical and 
contemporary topics. 
To find out more about the bene-
fits of The New York Times Index and 
The Times in microform, 
call our toll-free number: 
1-800-521-3044. Or write: 
University Microfilms 
International, 300 North Zeeb 
Road, Ann Arbor MI 48106. 
THEB/NA 
APPROVAL PLAN: 
TAILORED TO 
LIBRARY NEEDS, 
NOT BOOKSELLER 
LIMITATIONS. 
You've probably heard about other 
new "controlled" or "efficient" ap-
proval plans. Actually they're similar 
to what our staff began with in 1965-
approval plans with a limited selec-
tion of publishers: The theory? That 
they can cover roughly 900/o of the 
publications of academic interest. 
But 90% coverage isn't good 
enough for us. That additional 10% 
means at least 2,000 scholarly books 
per year which you miss. 
In contrast, B/NA provides compre-
hensive services to academic and 
research libraries. 
You receive all the approval books 
or announcements appropriate to 
your collection. Our subject thesau-
rus, with over 5,000 descriptors, 
systematically spans the universe of 
knowledge. Apply non-subject pa-
rameters as well, and tailor B/NA's 
Approval Plan precisely to your 
needs-not to ours. 
Moreover, no other approval plan 
gives you B/NA's New Books Status 
Report. Updated and circulated 
monthly, it minimizes your uncertain-
ties. The NBSR lists on microfiche all 
action taken on new books during the 
current and preceding year-on 
order, not published, treated, not 
appropriate and so on. 
With the NBSR you get all the 
information we have on new books as 
soon as we have it. 
Call your Regional Sales Manager 
or nearest distribution center toll free 
for details on how BIN A's Approval 
Plan gives you more. 
BLACKWELL 
Blackwell North America, Inc. 
6o24 S. W. Jean Road, Bldg. G 
Lake Oswego, Oregon 97034 
Telephone (8oo) 547-6426 
1001 Fries Mill Road 
Blackwood, New Jersey o8o12 
Telephone (8oo) 257-7341 
~ 
---The 8/NA Library Profile: 
Makes your selections based on general 
subject and specific aspects of it, academic 
lf!IJel, typeofpublisher, and much more. 
The monthly 8/NA New 
Books Status Report: Gives you 
instant access on fiche to our actions on all 
new titles for the current and preceding year. 
OFFICES IN: OXFORD, ENGLAND; LAKE OSWEGO, OREGON; 
BLACKWOOD, NEW JERSEY; NOVATO, CALIFORNIA; LONDON, 
ONTARIO, CANADA; l<ANSAS CITY, MISSOURI; RICHMOND, VIRGINIA; 
CANBERRA, AUSTRALIA AND HAMBURG, WEST GERMANY. 
Recent Publications 
BOOK REVIEWS 
Hagler, Ronald and Peter Simmons. The 
Bibliographic Record and Information Tech-
. nology. Chicago: American Library 
Assn., 1982. 346p. LC 82-14706. ISBN 0-
8389-0370-3. 
As noted in the preface, this book grew 
out of the authors' experiences of teaching 
a core-curriculum course at the School of 
Librarianship, University of British Co-
lumbia, on basic bibliographic informa-
tion and its automated handling. The pur-
pose was to develop a ''timely text or texts 
to introduce novices to computer func-
tions in the context of bibliography, to 
deal with manual and automated biblio-
graphic databases of all kinds as part of a 
single coordinated system of bibliographic 
control, and to analyze the technical, ad-
ministrative, and economic aspects of a 
rapid transition from older rules, practices 
and techniques to present-day ones.'' The 
authors are speaking to all librarians-the 
users as well as the creators of biblio-
graphic data-and in the process have de-
veloped a textbook which can also serve as 
an administrative and management text 
for a variety of library professionals. 
This book succeeds on a number of dif-
ferent levels. First, there is a nice empha-
sis throughout the book on the reality of 
the necessity for the application of judg-
ment to the bibliographic process. Where 
possible, therefore, there are answers to 
the questions of why things are done as 
they are and how developments have got-
ten to where they are. At the same time, 
there is the recognition that the biblio-
graphic process is an art-exemplified 
nicely in a section early in the book on 
''The Bibliographic Temperment.'' 
Second, the authors succeed, from 
chapter to chapter, in discussing "pur-
pose" and "alternative" within the paral-
lel context of "cost." This continuing dis-
cussion and assessment of cost as a part of 
standards and system development is 
concluded specifically at the end of the 
book in a section on ''The Commerce in 
Bibliographic Data." The result is a bal-
anced presentation of the complex interre-
lationships of bibliographic control-
when practices and/or standards can be 
simplified and when complexity is re-
quired, the needs of the ultimate user, the 
costs that can realistically be borne by li-
braries, and the · best compromises that 
have been and could be made. 
The first chapter moves quickly into bib-
liographic changes caused by (or en-
hanced by) technology, explaining the 
workings of computing-a level of presen-
tation consistent throughout the book of 
necessarily limiting the width and depth 
of detailed information. In addition, the 
presentation begins with a history of the 
topic and then comes to the present by in-
cluding brief descriptions of fiber optics, 
satellite communications, digital trans-
mission, and other topics. 
The other chapters are presented with 
similarly balanced scope, detail, and brev-
ity and include: "The Content and Format 
of the Bibliographic Record,'' ''Using Files 
of Bibliographic Records,'' and ''Creating 
and Sharing Bibliographic Records ." 
Only a few examples of the topics receiv-
ing more than competent attention in-
clude the development of formats and 
standards, including the importance of in-
ternational cooperation, the interaction of 
filing rules with pre- and postcoordination 
of subject headings, automated authority 
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control: changing and linking search Reys. 
The last is a good example of a clear and 
silnple exposition on a complex topic that 
is currently widely discussed, but with a 
great deal of confusion. 
Although this book does read like a text-
book, it succeeds in meeting the goal of in-
troducing the bibliographic and techno-
logical concepts needed by librarians-all 
librarians, including technical services, 
public services, administration, and com-
puter librarians. Though bibliographic 
control is not considered by many to be an 
interesting topic, this book succeeds in 
presenting the "intellect" of the issues as 
well as their theories and pragmatics. It is 
certainly required reading for administra-
tive people and should, indeed, be read by 
novices as well as seasoned pro-
fessionals.-D. Kaye Gapen, University of 
Alabama, Tuscaloosa. 
The Impact of New Technology on Li-
braries and Information Centres. Report 
of the Library Association Working 
November 1983 
Party 1981-82. Phoenix, Ariz.: Oryx, 
1983. 54p. $10. ISBN 0-85365-925-7. 
The stated purpose of The Impact of New 
Technology on Libraries and Information Cen-
tres is to cover a wide range of issues 
broadly and to highlight areas needing 
more investigation. Issues ranging from 
employment to library design are among 
those the report mentions (one cannot use 
the word covers in reference to a report that 
devotes seven lines to copyright and four 
lines to system security). However, the re-
port does do what it set out to do-and 
considering the scope of the topic and the 
length of the book-it does it very well. 
The report is divided into three sections: 
one explaining the background and pur-
poses of the study; another defining the 
components of ''new technology'' andre-
viewing some of the major social and com-
mercial ramifications; and a third discus-
sing the impact of technology on libraries 
and information centers in particular. 
Most readers who are even peripherally 
involved in the world of technology are all 
Midwest Library Service 
You won't find 
a wider selection 
.. . anywhere 
College and university librarians: Midwest Library 
Service has what you're looking for . With 24 years of 
experience in the field, Midwest can supply you with 
virtually any book you want-even one from the 
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too familiar with the information and 
speculations included in this report. For 
the uninitiated, however, this report pro-
vides a quick and painless entry into the 
information era. 
The report is perhaps most useful as a 
reminder of all the work that still needs to 
be done. Various areas are identified as 
being in need of investigation, and not all 
of these are as obvious as the need to de-
velop standards for information systems. 
For example, the report mentions the 
problems that may arise if commercial 
database vendors continue to ignore the 
need for archival records. 
The report is by no means comprehen-
sive or packed with new insights, but it 
was never meant to be. Instead, it offers us 
something extremely valuable in a time of 
information overload-a short summary 
of how the world around us is changing 
and what those changes mean to us as 
both human beings and as librarians.-
Carlton C. Rochell, New York University. 
Breivik, Patricia Senn. Planning the Li-
brary Instruction Program. Chicago: 
American Library Assn., 1982. 146p. 
$10 paper. LC 82-8827. ISBN 0-8389-
0358-4. 
During the past decade most biblio-
graphic instruction programs were 
launched at the ''grass roots'' level, usu-
ally by one interested librarian or a small 
group who saw the need for the library to 
provide something beyond one-on-one 
instruction at the reference desk. Even 
when there was time for careful planning 
of such a program, there was often not 
wide support for developing yet another 
labor-intensive service. The emphasis fre-
quently was on results and quick suc-
cesses rather than on laying the ground-
work for an ongoing program. But times 
have changed, bibliographic instruction 
has achieved a certain status, and a decade 
of experience has generated a book which 
focuses on planning, a crucial but difficult 
component of any program. 
Planning the Library Instruction Program 
grew out of two 1978 seminars, sponsored 
by the Columbia University School of Li-
brary Service, for academic librarians in-
volved in instruction programs. Althouqh 
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it is aimed at school and academic li-
braries, the special concerns of public li-
braries also are considered and provide 
some interesting contrasts. 
Other books on establishing biblio-
graphic instruction programs, such as 
Renford and Hendrickson's Bibliographic 
Instruction: A Handbook and more recently 
Roberts' Library Instruction for Librarians, 
have concentrated on teaching methods 
with brief coverage of the planning ele-
ments. Breivik' s extensive treatment of 
the planning process may seem over-
whelming at first, but she raises all the 
right questions and suggests a system for 
documenting and organizing this compli-
cated undertaking.-
In addition to the usual pro-and-con 
comparisons of teaching methods used in 
bibliographic instruction, she evaluates 
the methods against characteristics of a 
''good learning experience.'' This evalua-
tion clearly emphasizes the needs of the 
learner over the temptation to use a 
method that is in vogue or simply conven-
ient. 
Breivik accomplishes her goal of provid-
ing a ''clear understanding of the educa-
tional and political milieu in which library 
user-education progra.ms must exist." 
She considers the trends in education 
which emphasize lifelong learning, the 
nontraditional student, and the develop-
ment of independent learning skills. She 
argues convincingly that library instruc-
tion supports these trends much more di-
rectly and effectively than traditional 
classroom methods which tend to encour-
age passive learning. 
Charts and illustrations are generally 
clear and well chosen to reinforce the text. 
The ''Selected Reading List'' is too selec-
tive and brief, but the chapter notes ex-
pand the choices for further reading. The 
chapters are logically arranged and clearly 
defined. 
Planning the Library Instruction Program is 
especially appropriate for those develop-
ing bibliographic instruction programs or 
for those who are contemplating changes 
in an established program. It is equally 
valuable for those who manage ongoing 
successful programs because it is a strong 
reminder that bibliographic instruction 
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programs rest on delicate underpinnings 
which can always be strengthened by re-
viewing goals and the factors which influ-
ence their accomplishment.-Laine Farley, 
University of California, Riverside. 
Chen, Ching-chih and Schweizer, Sus-
anna. Online Bibliographic Searching: A 
Learning Manual. New York: Neal-
Schuman, 1981. 227p. LC 81-83497. 
ISBN 0-918212-59-6. 
This book is intended to serve as a be-
ginner's self-instruction manual to online 
searching. It is meant to be used as "part 
of an on-going, hands-on learning pro-
cess." The authors suggest the use of the 
Dialog Lab Workbook, and the appendix of 
this book contains possible solutions to 
the workbook's exercises. 
This book uses a combination of practi-
cal and theoretical information to give the 
student a good introduction to the subject. 
It begins with an overview of the different 
types of databases, lists of the vendors, 
and which databases they provide. The 
overview also contains information about 
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how the database is constructed by show-
ing sample records and the possible in-
dexes that result from them. 
There is a brief introduction to terminals 
and modems after which is a sample 
search session. This introductory session 
as well as the advanced techniques in the 
later chapters are all examples of search-
ing on Dialog. The authors do this to avoid 
the confusion of having a beginner try to 
learn three different systems at the same 
time. The initial chapter covers basic com-
mands and Boolean operators. A chapter 
on the reference interview serves as a 
good introduction to determining the ben-
efits of free text versus controlled vocabu-
lary .searches. The discussion of the opera-
tors which can be used with free text 
searching point out the sophisticated ca-
pabilities of this kind of search. Multi-
database searching is also described. 
The three major search services-BRS, 
DIALOG, and SDC-are compared as to 
hours of availability, cost, system fea-
tures, and availability of training. The 
book concludes with chapters on manag-
ing an online search service, the future of 
online searching, and a glossary. -Susan 
Jurist, Research Libraries Group, Stanford. 
Dodd, Sue A. Cataloging Machine-Readable 
Data Files: An Interpretive Manual. Chi-
cago: American Library Assn., 1982. 
248p. $35 LC 82-11597 ISBN 0-8389-
0365-7. 
Machine-readable data files (MRDF) 
have existed for forty years, data archives 
and data libraries for almost thirty years, 
yet it was not until the 1970s that ALA's 
Resources and Technical Services Divi-
sion appointed the Subcommittee to Rec-
ommend Rules for Cataloging Machine-
Readable Data Files. The inclusion in 
AACR2 of chapter 9-Machine-Readable 
Data Files-incorporates the recommen-
dations made by the committee in its final 
report, and constitutes the library commu-
nity's official recognition of MRDF as le-
gitimate resource materials. 
The format of AACR2, however, pre-
cluded the inclusion of appropriate back-
ground material necessary for under-
standing the fluid nature of MRDF and the 
difficulties associated with cataloging and 
controlling them; hence the necessity for 
this manual. 
In the preface, Dodd sets the objectives 
of the manual: "(1) to provide guidelines 
for establishing bibliographic conventions 
for MRDF ... ; (2) to suggest integrated 
levels of recordkeeping for MRDF; (3) to 
bring into sharper focus the AACR2 rules 
as they relate to cataloging computerized 
files; (4) to provide notes, examples, and 
interpretations of MRDF cataloging, 
which would otherwise not be available; 
and (5) to provide working tools for those 
cataloging MRDF for the first time." 
The manual is divided into three basic 
sections. Part 1 describes MRDF in basic 
terms to the uninitiated, and discusses the 
distinction between documentation and 
data files. Part 2 is a step-by-step interpre-
tation of AACR2 chapter 9, and chapter 21 
as it relates to MRDF. Each part begins 
with a summary quote from the specific 
rule followed by interpretation and exam-
ples related to a variety of MRDF (text 
files, numeric files, program files). Part 3 
includes sample catalog cards for all types 
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". . . It helps [the] beginning researcher 
. .. by putting basic information at his or 
her fingertips, and it helps the mature 
scholar to be sure he or she hasn't 
missed anything. " 
Wilbur R. Jacobs 
Department of History 
University of California, Santa Barbara 
" .. . students love [it]. The indexing is so 
thorough they can tell what an article is 
about before they even look up the 
abstract . .. " 
Kristi Greenfield 
Reference/History Librarian 
University of Washington, Seattle 
" ... an incomparable way of viewing the 
results of publication by the experts. " 
Aubrey C. Land 
Department of History 
University of Georgia, Athens 
AMERICA: HISTORY AND LIFE is a 
basic resource that belongs on your 
library shelves. 
Write for a complimentary sample 
copy and price quotation. 
ABC [ /•I Information Services 
Box 4397 CLJQ lllll Santa Barbara, CA 93103 
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of MRDF, worksheets, MARC/MRDF rec-
ords, ISBD(G) punctuation, and a chapter 
for data file producers and distributors 
with guidelines for bibliographic descrip-
tions of their files. The text is followed by a 
250-item glossary of MRDF related terms 
and an index. Although this manual re-
lates in detail the descriptive cataloging of 
MRDF, it is not a manual on how to cata-
log. It is assumed that those using it have 
an understanding of, or access to , 
AACR2. 
MRDF cataloging is in its infancy, and 
the rules have not been fully tested. The 
very nature of MRDF makes it impossible 
to foresee what technological advances 
await . Dodd describes her work as a first 
effort on the road to a new cataloging ven-
ture. She succeeds admirably in illuminat-
ing an area where AACR2 guidelines do 
not adequately define bibliographic ele-
ments as they specifically apply to MRDF, 
and where there is no specific industry to 
control or standardize the bibliographic 
representation of MRDF. 
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Judith Rowe, in her foreword to the 
manual, summarizes the value of this 
publication: "Dodd has provided the 
guidance which data producers, data ar-
chivists, and data librarians need to sup-
ply consistent bibliographic information 
about the MRDF which they service, has 
provided the instructions and examples 
which catalogers need for the production 
of catalog cards for MRDF, and has laid 
the groundwork for the development of 
the additional products and services 
which users require for improved access 
to the growing collections of MRDF now 
available to them. We are all in her 
debt." -Marianne I. Gaunt, Rutgers-The 
State University. 
Introduction to Serials .Management. 
Foundations of Library and Information 
Science, V.ll . Ed. by Robert D. Stueart. 
Greenwich, Conn.: JAI, 1983 324p. LC 
81-81658. ISBN 0-89232-107-5. 
It is an ambitious undertaking to try to 
cover in one work the range of library 
processes as they apply to the serials for-
mat. Marcia Tuttle, in Introduction to Serials 
Management, presents a very detailed, 
practical discussion of that broad topic. In 
addition to serials acquisition, cataloging 
and public service, there are chapters on 
collection development, preservation, 
and data and resource sharing. The stated 
primary audience is library school stu-
dents and librarians new to serials work, 
however, the secondary audience proba-
bly expands to include the rest of the pro-
fession. 
Although this work deals with basic the-
ory as it applies to serials, the emphasis is 
clearly on practice. For example, in the 
chapter on serials acquisition there is a 
section entitled "What to Do with the 
Mail.'' In the serials cataloging chapter is a 
most helpful discussion: "What the Rules 
Do Not Tell You." In general a number of 
practical approaches to a process are pre-
sented. Often, however, categorical state-
ments regarding the "best" or "only" 
way to handle an issue provide a glimpse 
of the strong opinions that tend to surface 
whenever the topic is serials. All discus-
sions and the bibliography are quite cur-
rent, providing a snapshot of the current 
I 
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status of serials treatment. Statements are 
frequently based on the present state of 
the economy, standards, database cover-
age or technology, and would be some-
what invalidated with a significant change 
in any of those conditions. However, such 
instances are well qualified with the criti-
cal, environmental definitions so that fu-
ture readers will be able to examine them 
for validity. 
The annotated bibliography contains 
over six hundred citations, and is ar-
ranged with subcategories that generally 
parallel chapter headings; that is, major 
serials treatment categories. The book was 
originally conceived as a text to facilitate 
the teaching of serials management in li-
brary schools. The annotated bibliogra-
phy will provide students with a most ef-
fective guide to further study. -Shere 
Connan, Stanford University Libraries. 
Wilson, Pauline. Stereotype and Status: Li-
brarians in the United States. Westport, 
Conn.: Greenwood, 1982. 225p. $27.50. 
LC 82-6119. ISBN 0-313-23516-3. 
The purposes of this book are "to help 
librarians in deciding upon and imple-
menting actions necessary to help over-
come the unfavorable stereotype that has 
plagued the library profession throughout 
this century . . . to provide fuller under-
standing of the stereotype-its pervasive-
ness in the library profession, the multi-
tude of ways in which it is manifested, ahd 
the many ways in which it affects librari-
ans and their behavior.'' (Stereotyping is 
defined as "the general inclination to 
place a person in categories according to 
some easily and quickly identifiable char-
acteristic, such as sex, ethnic membership 
... or occupation, and then to attribute to 
him qualities believed to be typical of 
members of that category.'') Among the 
more important components of stereo-
types are alleged personality and intellec-
tual traits. 
The hypothesis used by the author is: 
"Librarians handle their identity, as be-
stowed on them by the stereotype, in the 
manner of a minority group; their re-
sponse is similar to that made by members 
of minority groups in response to minority 
status." (A minority grOup is "any group 
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of people who because of their physical or 
cultural characteristics, are singled out 
from others in the society ... for differen-
tial and unequal treatment, and who 
therefore regard themselves as objects of 
collective discrimination.'') 
The methodology used was adapted 
from a study of minority groups and con-
sisted of a quantitative content analysis of 
journal articles, chapters in books, and 
news reports written about the stereotype 
of librarians by members of the library 
profession during the period 1921-April 
1978. Sentences in the documents that 
were judged to be like a typical minority 
group response were counted and classi-
fied. Five categories of responses were an-
alyzed: (1) acceptance of the stereotype-
confirmation of negative view of 
librarians; (2) concern with in-group 
purification-stereotype is the result of 
only a few members of the group who 
should conform to majority behavior; (3) 
denial of differences-librarians are just 
like other people; (4) denial of group 
membership-dissociation of oneself from 
others in the profession; (5) for group 
action-to combat the unfavorable stereo-
type. 
Of the 499 documents examined, 77 fit 
the study's specifications for inclusion. A 
coding of sentences based upon the classi-
fication of responses noted above reveal 
that: 24 percent were category 1 type re-
sponses, i.e., acceptance of stereotype; 
category 2-38 percent; category 3-24 
percent; category 4-8 percent; category 
5-6 percent. The author concludes from 
this that the evidence supports the hy-
pothesis and that being a librarian "is a 
burden and is perceived as being a bur-
den. Librarians do regard themselves as 
receiving differential treatment, and they 
do see themselves as being objects of col-
lective discrimination." 
This reviewer has major problems with 
the research design and conclusions of 
this study. No attempt was made to bal-
ance the negative findings in the study by 
identifying the favorable components of 
the librarian stereotype, or analyzing posi-
tive statements in the literature that con-
tradict these responses. And so, of course, 
the evidence examined supports the hy-
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pothesis; since only minority type re· 
sponses were analyzed, how could the 
conclusions be anything else? 
In addition, even with this stacking of 
the deck, the quantity of documentation is 
low. If only 77 relevant publications have 
appeared in the last 57 years (an average of 
1.35 articles per year), this would not ap-
pear to constitute a major preoccupation 
of the profession with a negative stereo-
type. 
However, by the end of chapter 2 the au-
thor has set up this straw man, which she 
then attacks, primarily through a detailed 
analysis of librarians' scores on three stan-
dard personality tests, all of which show 
that, in general, librarians are normal, 
well adjusted, and happy. 
Other topics touched upon in the book 
include factors involved in occupational 
choice, reasons for entering the profes-
sion, recruitment, and library education. 
These are all important topics for the pro-
fession, and one can find in this book a fas-
cinating mixture of: (a) interesting com-
ments regarding the differences in roles 
and working environments of different 
types of librarians, e.g., academic and 
school librarians have an ''especially diffi-
cult time acquiring the status they desire 
. . . [because] the mission of the parent in-
stitution of these libraries is in the hands 
of another and dominant profession''; (b) 
fuzzy statements that are not explained, 
but that underlie important positions 
taken by the author ("Although the li-
brary profession is made up of different 
segments-library educators, public li-
brarians, special librarians, (etc.) ... 
-they make up a dynamic whole, a 
group, that shares a common fate because 
they are interdependent"); (c) statements 
that dismiss important research that could, 
shed light on an issue ("It is doubtful that 
one can establish a relationship between 
tasks of a given occupation and specific 
personality traits required for members of 
that occupation''); (d) a very good bibliog-
raphy which draws heavily on the litera-
ture of sociology and psychology; (e) ex-
cellent discussion of examples from the 
literature of how a negative mind-set re-
garding the profession seriously biases 
one's interpretation of research results; 
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and finally, (f) good, practical observa-
tions and advice-librarians are their own 
worst enemies. We should stop writing 
and speaking in self-destructive ways 
about our image and status, "acquire a 
better perspective on the stereotype and 
learn to take it in stride . . . improve it by 
not adding to it and by not disseminating 
it, and most important . . . control [our] 
response to it." 
If the cost of the book were reduced by 
two-thirds, and in spite of its basis on a 
very poor research design, I would recom-
mend the book for all librarians, since the 
subject has a perverse fascination for most 
of us, the credibility of the profession is 
important to all of us, and the author has 
shown courage and thoughtfulness in 
confronting controversial issues ( espe-
cially library school accreditation), which 
the profession has not dealt with in a 
straightforward, intelligent, and construc-
tive manner. However, given the critical 
deficiencies in the research design, the 
weaknesses in the analysis, along with the 
very high price of the book, this reviewer 
recommends: caveat emptor.-Suzanne 0. 
Frankie, Oakland UniversitY. Libraries. 
Roberts, Matt and Etherington, Don. 
Bookbinding and the Conservation of Books: 
A Dictionary of Descriptive Terminology. 
Washington, D.C.: Library of Con-
gress, 1982. 296p. LC 81-607974. 
The compilers of this dictionary claim 
that it is not an encyclopedia; it is II a guide 
to the vocabulary-of a field, not a compen-
dium on a specific subject.'' Nevertheless, 
this volume is loaded with encyclopedic 
information, and it fails as a dictionary be-
cause it does not provide lexical informa-
tion about the vocabulary it contains. Like 
so many reference tools defying exact clas-
sification, it is a vade mecum falling some-
where between the two, i.e., an encyclo-
pedic dictionary. It contains more than 
three thousand words and names, from 
formal usage, technical vocabularies, his-
torical figures and methods, and informal 
trade jargon, all arranged alphabetically 
word by word (rather than by letter). It is a 
mine of information, surpassing old stan-
dards like John Carter's ABC for Book Col-
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lectors and the Dictionary of Paper, and it is 
especially valuable because the order of 
senses within definitions places the mean-
ing most relevant to bookbinding first, 
with alternatives for usage by bibliogra-
phers, librarians, collectors, and other us-
ers who will nevertheless discover great 
utility in this volume. The compilers, well 
known in conservation circles, sought 
added expertise from fellow conservators 
such as George Kelley for scientific terms; 
Harold Tribolet and Bernard Middleton; 
and bibliophiles like John Chalmers and 
Frederick R. Goff, who wrote the fore-
word. The simple yet remarkably clear 
and detailed illustrations drawn by Mar-
garet R. Brown are a great enhancement, 
and bibliophiles will love the eleven full-
page colorplates of sixteenth- to 
nineteenth-century bindings and marbled 
papers that make this attractive reference 
book a genuine bargain. The dictionary 
was published by the Library of Congress 
as part of its National Preservation Pro-
gram and is a welcome contribution to a 
field curiously lacking similar high-grade 
reference tools. 
Anyone consulting this book from a par-
ticular point of view will assuredly dis-
cover omissions. The slant towards book-
binding, for example, leaves out much 
which the bibliographer might want; the 
codicologist will want still more. The cov-
erage is best for the Anglo-American tradi-
tion, with less detail and precision for 
Renaissance and medieval bindings, and 
still less for early codex forms and struc-
tures. Since it treats binding, although it 
contains considerable information on 
parchment, vellum, and leathers, it 
largely ignores the preparation of these 
materials for text block usage. Terms are 
presented in their most common form, 
that is common usage among English-
speaking binders; inadequate attention is 
given to continental usage and parallel 
multilingual vocabularies. Consequently 
bibliographers will find this volume not as 
helpful as they might expect in describing 
regional styles or in standardizing de-
scriptive terminology as a quasi thesau-
rus, in keeping with such models as pre-
sented by Thomas Tanselle for uniform 
pattern descriptors. Common usage 
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among binders is not necessarily pre-
ferred usage, so the compilers did not pro-
duce a dictionary that can be used as a the-
saurus without further work on the termi-
nology. Greater clarification for the fine 
distinctions between signature, quire, and 
gathering, for example, would have been 
helpful; the first two are referenced to the 
latter, but are not cross-referenced. That 
could lead users to see gathering as the pre-
ferred generalized term. Consequently, 
there are limitations on the use of this vol-
ume's content. Likewise, its appended 
"Sources and Bibliography" of 373 cita-
tions provides references (inexact, since 
pagination is omitted) to definitions and 
cannot be misconstrued as a core bibliog-
raphy. It must be augmented by the bibli-
ographies of Carolyn Morrow, Paul 
Banks, George Cunha, and others. 
This dictionary is open to severe criti-
cism from the lexicographic viewpoint. 
Headwords are not uniformly standard-
ized infinitives but often are participles, 
and filing is often under the adjective 
modifying the keyword without inversion 
to control consistency (i.e., hot-melt and 
hot-setting adhesive, .rather than adhe-
sives, hot-melting and hot-setting). Con-
sequently, not only are terms entered in-
consistently, the organization lacks 
congruence. Information on adhesives, 
for example, is scattered throughout the 
book, and see also references are inade-
quate because they refer to other adjective 
forms, such as cold-setting adhesive. 
Senses are not always ordered clearly; at 
times historical usage is treated as most 
common, trade jargon is first in oth~r 
cases without formal usage at all, and it is 
doubtful that binders commonly use some 
of the scientific terms included. There is 
an uneasy balance attempted by the com-
pilers to merge usages among technical 
and scientific conservators and forensic 
chemists with the conservative informal 
language of tradespersons and craft 
binders as well as the terms of the indus-
try. Sometimes definitions are ironically 
short, important for what they diplomati-
cally do not say, as in defining Library 
Binding Institute "Class-A" standards; at 
other times, the "definition" is purely 
narrative history and encyclopedic, as for 
Efficiency Expert 
I f you are an educator in organic chemistry, you share the same major 
concern as your colleagues in industry: 
productivity. For peak efficiency in your 
teaching and research, you need quick, easy 
access to the most current organic chemistry 
literature. And you need a reliable source of 
new research ideas-a source that will insure 
against duplication of effort ... You need the 
efficiency expert: Current Abstracts of 
Chemistry & Index Chemicus® (CAC&JC®) . 
Week after week, CAC&IC will alert you 
to new compounds reported in the chemical 
journal literature. In minutes, you'll scan 
CAC&IC's structural diagrams to locate 
compounds important to your own and your 
students' research. That's because lSI's 22 
chemical indexers work hard to make your 
work easier ... From a base of over 110 
chemistry and organic chemistry journals, 
our indexers scan over 1, 000 articles per 
week for reports of new organic compounds. 
Approximately 300 of those articles yield the 
desired information, and, on the average, 
CAC&IC alerts you to 4,000 new organic 
compounds every week. CAC&IC's graphic 
abstracts also alert you to biological 
activities, analytical techniques, and new 
synthetic methods. 
c~ce Dc::0D Institute for Scientific Information• 
Chemical Information Division Marketing 
And there's no better time than right now 
to subscribe to CAC&IC-while the 
Institute for Scientific Information/Chemical 
Information Division (ISIICID) is offering 
substantial discounts off the regular $2,600 
annual subscription price to qualifying 
colleges and universities: 
if your 
enrollment is: 
under 2000 
2000-4999 
over 5000 
your CAC&IC 
subscription 
costs only: 
$ 600 
$1560 
$1750 
Subscribe now, and you'll also receive 
these FREE extras: a seminar conducted at 
your own institution (North America only) by 
an lSI chemical information lecturer; a set of 
teaching materials, and a subscription to 
ANSA® (Automatic New Structure Alert®), 
the customized monthly new substructure 
alerting service for organic chemists. 
Put the efficiency expert to work for you! 
For more information about this special 
CAC&IC offer, write or call us at the 
address below. 
Information 
3501 Market St., Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19104 U.S.A. 
Telephone: (215) 386-0100, Cable: SCINFO, Telex: 84-5305 
© 1983 lSI 
101-3220 
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the entry on bookbinding itself. Since fa-
mous binders are included, other entries 
are biographic. Time references are often 
vague, such as originally, fonnerly, and to-
day .. Tabular information is in decimals; 
quantification data in the definitions are 
often in fractions. Lexical data are absent. 
Despite such shortcomings from any 
one specialist perspective, this volume de-
serves proper credit for pulling together 
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and synthesizing myriad data from di-
verse sources, offering convenience for 
general reference, and a pleasing presen-
tation in legible 9 point Times Roman on 
quality paper, in a durable, practical bind-
ing. Every binder, bibliographer, conser-
vator, and reference librarian will have oc-
casion to use this tool; it is an important 
contribution.-Lawrence f. McCrank, Indi-
ana State University. 
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Reviews & Comments 
"library Hi Tech's inaugural issue (Summer 1983) 
shows excellent promise." 
"Congratulations on your Summer, first issue ... ./ 
learned a lot from the feature articles, largely be-
cause most of them were written in language I can 
understand. They were nearly all helpful to me and 
encouraged me to mark their bibliographies for 
further reading .... Artic/es like these -sensible, 
practical pieces based on actual experience - ... 
most of us need just this at this stage of facing the 
computer." 
-Information Retrieval & library Automation, 7/83 
"Under the expert guidance of Nancy Melin, here 
are 120 illustrated pages which deliver what the 
editor claims .... What makes the articles particular-
ly useful is the inclusion of bibliographies, often 
annotated ... .lt's hard to think of another journal 
with such wide coverage, such good writing, and 
such common sense advice for the less than ex- -lee Ash, library Consultant 
pert who is invovled with the new technologies. 
Highly recommended." 
"library Hi Tech's first issue was great. I read it 
straight through and was exhausted by all I need to 
keep aware of. Keep it up. The profession needs it." 
-Sharon Bonk, Acting Head, Technical Services 
State University of New York at Albany 
-Bill Katz, Editor of Magazines for libraries 
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over 3,000 academic libraries sur-
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THE ONLY REAL DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN DATAPHASE AND 
THE COMPETITION. 
A lllibrary companies boast their service, 
training and fancy new hardware (we think 
ours is better than theirs). 
But once a system is operational, there's only 
one thing that counts. 
The software. 
And, when you talk about software capabil-
ity, DataPhase has no equal. Not CLSI. Not 
G EAC. Not any software developed by any 
independent software development team. 
• No other vendor offers so much full integra-
tion of the modules. 
• No other vendor has detailed the functions 
so thoroughly. 
• No other vendor has built its software 
around complete library flexibility through 
parameterization. 
• And no other vendor designed its entire 
product around the support of the full MARC 
record. 
When it comes right down to it, the only real 
difference between library computer systems 
costing hundreds of thousands of dollars 
is found on a $40 reel of tape. 
We invite you to compare the software capa-
bilities offered to your library by the Automated 
Library Information System. ALIS' integrated 
modules include Circulation, Bibliographic 
Control (MARC), Acquisitions and Booking. 
For more information, you can reach a sales 
representative at 816-931-7927. 
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First Edition. Edited by Anthony T. Kruzas. 
780 pages. 10,000 entries. Subject Cross 
Index. Name Index. Published by Gale, 1983. 
$125.00. Available at Gale's SDfo 
Standing Order discount. 
This new all-in-ane source book eliminates 
much tedious research by providing, in one 
volume, current information on 1 0,000 
medical organizations and agencies. 
Entries are arranged in 78 clearly defined 
chapters, each dealing with one major area 
of the vast universe of health and medicine. 
Topics covered include aging, alternative 
medicine, biomedical engineering, child 
abuse, chiropractic, dentistry, dermatology, 
epidemiology, health statistics, law and 
medicine, nursing, optometry, pathology, 
public health, radiology, sexuality, sports 
medicine, surgery, transplantation, and 
much more. 
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Each entry gives, when appropriate: nam 
address, telephone number, contact per 
... description of purposes and goals ... 
research, information, and educational 
activities .. . services offer::ed and 
publications issued ... areas of special 
interest. 
All Gale books are sent on 60-day 
approval. 
Deduct 5% if you send check with order. 
Customers outside the U.S. and Canada 
add 1 0°/o. 
Gale Research Co. 
Book Tower • Detroit, M I 48226 
To order by phone: 800-521-0707 
tollfree. In Canada, Michtgan, Alaska, 
and Hawaii: 313-961-2242. 
